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ABSTRACT
THE INTEGRATION OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES:
AN ANALYSIS OF TWO SCHOOL DISTRICTS’
SPECIAL EDUCATION COSTS
FEBRUARY 1997
JOHN D. BARRY, B. A., COLLEGE OF THE HOLY CROSS
Ed.M., HARVARD UNIVERSITY
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
Directed by: Professor Patricia G. Anthony

Since the late 1980’s, both the federal government and the Massachusetts state
government have encouraged the practice of integrating students with disabilities into
regular classroom environments. Proponents of this practice assert that all students will
benefit from this arrangement and that it represents a less costly approach to educating
special needs children. In fact, there is very little research to substantiate conclusions
about whether or not integration is less costly than more traditional special educational
programs. To learn more about this question, special education costs in two school
districts were analyzed. The cost description model used in this study was developed by
Lewis, Bruininks and Thurlow in their 1988 study of school-based special education
programs. Data about special education costs were collected for a school year before
implementation, and then for a school year after implementation.
In both districts, there was an increase in costs and enrollments in the less
restrictive prototypes and in pre-school programs. Enrollments and costs decreased in
most of the more costly and restrictive prototypes. Per pupil costs varied by enrollment
trends. Although few students were enrolled in private programs, these placements had a
vi

trends. Although few students were enrolled in private programs, these placements had a
significant impact on the overall cost picture. The less restrictive programs served more
students in the post year than during the earlier year and this helped to restrict cost
increases. The rural district saw their total costs increase significantly, after discounting
for inflation. Salary increases, incentives for professional development and the hiring of
new staff*, were factors behind the increase in total costs. The suburban district realized
cost savings over the six years of the study after discounting for inflation.

This district

changed staff assignments but did not add new teachers. A very costly collaborative
program was reorganized and much of the savings were due to this reduction. Private
placements were also reduced.
The cost description model developed by Lewis is flexible and allows for
differences in enrollments and programs. As special education costs will vary in each
district according to their particular circumstances, integration should be promoted or
debated, not on the basis of costs, but according to whether or not it is in the best interests
of children with disabilities.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Background
The past several years have been active years in the field of special education.
Parents have become concerned about the appropriateness of educational placements,
teachers have become increasingly concerned about the demands and expectations they
face, and administrators are frustrated by limited financial resources and the public
perception that special education costs are having an adverse affect on the operation of
regular education programs. In addition, the general public and, consequently the
politicians who represent them, have begun to express concerns about the rising costs of
special education.
The cost of special education programs and services is a long standing issue. It
has been one of the dominant policy issues in this field for the past eighteen years
(Rossmiller, 1970; Kakalik, Furry, Thomas, Carney, 1981; Lewis, Bruininks, Thurlow,
McGrew, 1988; DeNucci, 1991). In fact, the final hurdle for passage of the state law
mandating special education was the issue of costs (Bander, 1984). During the 1980's, it
was estimated that the Federal funds on a per pupil basis had increased over 380% (Lewis,
1988). This is significant given the fact that the federal government has funded only about
7.5% of the cost of special education. States and municipalities pay the remainder.
Here in Massachusetts, the original estimate of the cost of special education when
Chapter 766 was passed was $25 to $50 million. In 1993, the cost was reported to be
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$727 million (Moscovitch, 1993). It has been well documented that the cost of special
education has increased in absolute terms and also in terms relative to the cost of regular
education (Lewis, 1988).
Directly related to the fact that the costs for special education have increased, is
the fact that enrollment in special education programs has also increased. Writing in 1974
about the future of special programming, Brewer and Kakalik noted major problems in the
areas of service delivery, planning and sufficient resources. They estimated that less than
60% of those eligible for special education were currently receiving it (Rand, 1974).
Thirteen years later, Gartner and Lipsky cite federal data that indicates 4.37 million
students received services under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act and that in
general, "educators believe that few, if any students needing services have not been
identified" (p. 37). The current problem regarding enrollment is not that eligible children
are not being served, it is that too many children may be involved in special education
(Edgar, Hayden, 1984; Reynolds, Wang, Walberg, 1987; Gartner, Lipsky, 1987;
Moscovitch, 1993).
Although an analysis of the reasons for increases in enrollment is outside the
interest of this study, it may be helpful to note some of the more commonly discussed
reasons for larger numbers of children in special education. Some of these factors include
the growth in the learning disability category (Edgar, Hayden, 1984; Lewis, 1988),
expanded responsibility of special educators due to state and federal court rulings, and
increased use of individualized programming (Kakalik, 1978).
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The number of children served by special education programs has increased, and
the cost of delivering those services has also increased. These trends have occurred at the
same time that municipal finance has become more and more restrained. It is not
surprising then, that the public has been concerned about "getting their money's worth" in
the face of rising taxes (Bruininks, Lewis, 1987).
Since the 1980's, we have also observed the increasing acceptance of a new policy
in special education that was known as the Regular Education Initiative. Essentially, this
policy calls for special and regular educators to work collectively to carry out the goals
and objectives outlined in Individual Educational Plans (Will, 1986). This cooperative
approach to education is achieved by encouraging the placement of students with
disabilities in regular classrooms. One of the first to call for the implementation of this
approach to educating children with disabilities was Madeleine Will, who served as an
Under Secretary of Education in the Reagan administration. From the outset, it was clear
that this policy was encouraged, in part, as a way to reduce costs. Writing in 1985, she
stated: "It has also become increasingly apparent that there is a need to more efficiently
use resources to accommodate the burgeoning number of students who are failing to learn
through conventional methods". Encouraging and funding the implementation of REI is a
significant part of the grant programs which are now authorized by the amendments to the
federal law, referred to as the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA).
On the state level, recent economic trends have resulted in a strained financial
climate and this has led to claims that the current method for providing special education
is not cost effective and is unfair, in that it mandates services for some, that are not
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available to all (Anthony, Rossman, 1992). In general, this is the stance taken by a policy
study from the Pioneer Institute (Moscovitch, 1993), the State Auditors Report
(DeNucci, 1991) and the Massachusetts Department of Education in their report "A Focus
on Integration" (1992). All of these documents state that there are financial benefits to
educating children with disabilities in regular classrooms. The Massachusetts DOE report
states "...integration provides a financial benefit to school systems because it ultimately
results in a more cost efficient system" (p. 6).
While proponents of REI (or integration) also cite educational and social benefits
to educating children with disabilities in regular classrooms, we are nonetheless, looking at
a situation where integration is being encouraged as a way to address the dramatic cost
increases for special education programs and services.

Statement of the Problem
Integration of special needs students has been encouraged at both the state and
Federal levels of government. As this has occurred, many local school districts are making
program and budgetary decisions that introduce, or maintain children with disabilities in
regular education classrooms. There are both equity and financial factors behind this
policy initiative (Rossman). While the equity aspect of the policy debate is outside the
focus of this paper, proponents of the Regular Education Initiative argue that educating
students with disabilities in a regular classroom as often as is possible, has a number of
non-monetary advantages. These include increased achievement with disabled and non¬
disabled students, more cohesive educational programs, and increased development of
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academic and social skills for students with special needs (Will, 1986; Roberts, Pratt,
Leach, 1991; Moscovitch, 1993). The financial advantages of integrating children with
disabilities into regular classrooms is stated in literature from the Massachusetts
Department of Education (1992), The State Auditor's Report on Special Education (1991)
as well as other policy reports (Moscovitch, 1993).
It is the opinion of this researcher that significant policy and program changes have
been and continue to be implemented, with the intention of providing for students with
disabilities in a less costly manner. It also seems that the research base for concluding that
school districts will achieve cost savings is far from complete. The State Auditors report
does not cite any previous research when projecting the amount of money that would be
"re-allocated" with the state wide achievement of integration goals (p. 44).
Similarly, the Department of Education relies almost entirely on two pieces of
questionable research when stating that integration "provides a financial benefit to school
systems because it ultimately results in a more cost efficient system" (Mass. DOE, 1992,
p. 6). One study is sixteen years old and considered only the severely handicapped
population in one rural school district. The second study examined only one school within
a single school district (Affleck, 1988). The salary structure for regular education teachers
in this school was supported by the special education budget. This partial support of
regular education salaries occurred after two special education teachers had been
dismissed. It would be difficult to see how there would not be a cost savings under this
unusual arrangement.
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The Massachusetts Department of Education in their policy statement. "Focus on
Integration: Including All Students" states that federal reports from 1985 and 1989
support the contention that integrated programming is cost effective. An examination of
these reports indicates, again, that there is indeed, a thin base of research for the claim that
integration is less costly. The question of cost is of primary concern to this paper,
however it should be noted that the legal framework for special education also supports
the education of students with disabilities in the least restrictive environment. The federal
law requires each state to establish procedures to discourage the removal of students with
disabilities from the regular education environment (20 U.S.C. s. 1415 5 B). The state
law. Chapter 766 clearly states that to the maximum extent appropriate a child should be
educated with children who are not in need of special education (M.G.L. c. 71B 112).
The Seventh Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of the Education
of the Handicapped Act, contains a per pupil cost report from Massachusetts. This report
indicates that children with disabilities, who are educated in the classroom 100% of the
time have the lowest of all per pupil costs. The report goes on to state that none of the
children in this prototype receive any services from special education teachers.
Furthermore, the report says nothing about the nature of the disabilities these children
have. Essentially, the conclusion here is that the fewer services provided, the less costly
the program will be. This is something that has been known since the Rossmiller report
was issued in 1970. Given the significance of this policy change toward integration, there
seems to be a real lack of research that supports the conclusion that integration represents
a way to reduce special education costs at the local level.
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to analyze two school districts relative to their special
education costs. These school districts were chosen because they have been participating
in a Massachusetts Department of Education grant designed to promote the integration of
students with disabilities into regular classrooms. This study seeks to determine, through
a cost analysis, whether or not the integration of students in these school districts has
resulted in cost savings, when compared to the special education costs incurred prior to
integration. The Massachusetts Department of Education is currently sponsoring a cost
benefit analysis involving several of the school districts in a Demonstration Grant focused
on integration of children with disabilities. This research will be referenced to learn about
the levels of service provided during the two years that are being compared.

Research Questions
Through this study, the following research questions will be answered:
1. What was the cost of providing special education and related services during a year
when students with disabilities were not integrated?
2. What was the cost of providing special education and related services during a year
when students with disabilities were integrated into regular classrooms?
3. Is there a significant difference between the costs associated with each of these years?
4. What can be learned about the nature of these costs and how they may have changed?
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Definition of Terms
The discussion of cost analysis as it is applied to special education involves the use
of some specialized language. Listed below are some general definitions. Some of these
terms may be defined in a more complete manner later in the paper.
Costs

As applied to education, costs are meant to include both direct (teacher
salaries) and indirect (earnings foregone) costs, private (books, fees) and
social (property taxes)

Benefits

Anything which increases production by improving the labor force, or
increases efficiency and reduces social costs, or increases the social
consciousness of the community

Added Costs

Costs of special education programs and services which represent an
increase above the cost of regular education services

Displaced Costs
Costs transferred from one area to another, reallocation of dollars
already spent
Marginal Costs
The additional cost actually incurred to serve one more (or less) unit, or to
provide one more (or less) unit of service (Hartman, 1988)
Cost Index

The ratio of the total cost of special education to the total cost of regular
education, computed by pupil or by program (Kakalik, 1981)
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Cost Benefit Analysis
The evaluation of alternatives according to a comparison of both costs and
benefits, when each is measured in monetary terms, a process for
organizing information, intended to derive an estimate of a programs
efficiency
Resource Cost Model
A methodology for assessing educational costs whereby the relevant set of
service delivery systems are identified, specific resources are determined
for each system and prices are attached (Hartman, 1988)
Per Pupil Cost
The cost per lull time equivalent pupil for one school year in a given
program in a specified school district
Replacement Costs
The cost of whatever takes the place of regular education services
IEP

An individualized educational plan developed for each child identified as
needing special education or related services (DeNucci, 1991)

Mainstreaming
The process of bringing special needs children into daily contact with
typical children in an educational setting
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Significance of the Study
This study is intended to expand our knowledge within the field of special
education finance, regarding the nature of costs associated with the practice of integrating
students with disabilities into regular education classrooms. The study will also add to the
meager research base that has been heavily relied on during the years when integration was
first encouraged. Specifically, the study will determine:
1. If the practice of integrating students with disabilities is less costly in a single suburban
school district;
2. The nature of the costs associated with integrated programming;
3. If the resource cost model, as used by Lewis (1988) is an effective way to measure
costs when comparing two methods of service delivery within the same school district.
Currently, seven school districts in the state of Massachusetts are participating in
grant programs intended to pilot integrated programming. A research effort is currently
under way to evaluate the restructuring of schools for the integration of all students. It is
hoped that the data and conclusions drawn from this study will be of some usefulness to
those evaluating the entire grant.

Delimitations
1. Due to the very nature of special education programs, there is a high degree of
variability between school districts regarding the structures used to deliver services.
Virtually all cost analysis studies in special education have discussed this point and it also
has a bearing on this study. Because services are delivered with different staffing patterns.
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different support services, and different ways of organizing programs, the results of this
study may not be generalizable.
2. The researcher brings a bias to the study, believing that cost savings may not be
significant, and believing that reducing special education staff, will not necessarily be in the
best interests of students with disabilities.
3. The specificity of the data will, to some extent be dictated by the accuracy and level of
detail in the local financial records.

Organization of the Study
This study will be divided into five chapters. The first chapter provides a
statement of the problem and discusses the purpose and significance of the study. Chapter
Two presents the literature review. Chapter Three describes the methods and the design
of the study. Chapter Four reports the results and a discussion of the results. Chapter
Five presents the conclusions and recommendations.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The Costs of Special Education: A Projection
Many of the major policy changes in public education have been characterized as a
struggle to achieve greater equality of opportunity for all students (Rossmiller, 1970). Up
until the time when advocacy groups became organized and legal cases began to be
decided in favor of the disabled, and legislation began to be written, the exceptional child
was not included in this struggle for equity. When that changed, new concerns surfaced
relative to the programs and costs related to the education of these children. The need for
this kind of information led to what may be the first major cost analysis study in the field
of special education. It was completed by Rossmiller, Hale and Frohreich in 1970 and is
entitled Educational Programs for Exceptional Children: Resource Configurations and
Costs.

This is a substantial piece of research. It was undertaken as part of the National
Education Finance Project. As to the purpose of the study, the authors state in their
introduction that ’’little is known concerning either the relative cost of educating an
exceptional child in comparison with the cost of educating a normal child or program
components which contribute to cost differentials" (Rossmiller, 1970, p. 22).
To address this paucity of information, the authors intended to provide more
information about the relative costs of various special education programs and to identify
resources which most importantly contribute to the cost of programs. The questions
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asked in the study are listed here although some of them are beyond the scope of this
paper. What criteria should be used to identify various categories of disabilities? What is
the estimated incidence of each category? What is the estimated number of exceptional
children in each category? What will this number be in 1980? What is the nature of high
quality special education programs with regard to human and material resources? What
are the cost differentials by category? What are the cost differentials relative to regular
education? What are the costs of private placements? (Rossmiller, 1970).
The research is essentially a series of case studies, each concerned with a
particular category of disability. This work is often referred to as a cost factor study of
per pupil expenditures (Chambers, Hartman, 1983).
One of the significant characteristics of this study is the selection of the sample.
The authors decided to find and define programs that were exemplary, and this was in the
years before special education had become mandated by law. They first identified states
with reputations for good programs and then looked for districts within those states. They
relied on the recommendations from recognized authorities within the field. The process
of considering opinions from a variety of professionals and scholars brings to mind what
Bruininks and Lewis call the problem of multiple perspectives (1987).
Building a sample based on subjective input from a variety of people raises the
possibility that different groups can conceivably view the same program very differently.
The advantage here is that there is a wider range of input into the design. In my opinion,
this point should not be seen as a flaw, but rather a limitation that was unavoidable given
the date of the study. So little was known in 1970 about characteristics that define good
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programming for exceptional children, that some kind of input was needed to identify
schools and school districts.
A related point is that due to the nature of the survey, generalization of the results
needs to be in the context of best current practice (Rossmiller, 1970). This point was
clearly recognized by the authors. It was not a representative sample and it was not meant
to be.
The data in this study was collected according to category of exceptionality and
the authors "standardized" their definitions of programs. The authors included a category
for "intellectually gifted", which is now beyond the scope of the federal law. All the other
categories are consistent with the federal definition of a handicapping condition (IDEA, s.
1401). Information regarding expenditures was collected from records kept by the school
districts and in addition, interviews and observations were used. This personal contact
with the educational programs has the potential to strengthen the value of the definitions
used and may also help to meet the challenge of how inconsistent various program factors
may be, from district to district (Rossmiller, 1970).
It must also be recognized that school budgets are plans for allocation of
resources and cannot be considered to be accurate records of what was actually expended
(Levin, 1983). Personal interviews are helpful given this qualification.
The authors computed per pupil costs for all of the categories of exceptionality
that they included. It is a comprehensive list that includes such items as debt service,
personnel benefits, and capital outlay. The list also includes the more standard components
of program costs: management costs, instructional costs, the cost of instructional support.

14

the cost of institutional operations, the cost of services and transportation. This list is the
basis for what was referred to earlier as the cost factor approach and is intended to
provide some information on the program characteristics which have a significant impact
on costs. The authors also decided that the concept of indirect costs should be included in
their totals. The per pupil cost of an exceptional child was then compared to the per pupil
cost of educating a typical child. This information is then listed for the eighteen districts in
the study (p. 75). The exceptional per pupil cost, minus the typical per pupil cost is what
Rossmiller calls the "differential”. The exceptional per pupil cost divided by the typical
per pupil cost is what he called the cost index.
This cost index is interpreted as the propensity of a school district to provide for a
special student, relative to the propensity of a district to provide for a regular student
(Rossmiller, 1970). The cost index was developed to address what the authors call the
"time bound problem". Actual costs will carry very little credibility over time given the
variety of prices for the same item in different districts and the impact of inflation. As an
example, Rossmiller calculated the cost of a residential program for a deaf child to be
$3951. In 1996 prices this would pay for only a fraction of the cost. A high per pupil cost
can be related to new programs, programs with low enrollments and programs with
intensive services. The cost index is less sensitive to these characteristics because it is a
ratio (Rossmiller, 1970).
It has occurred to me that over time, cost analysis studies in the area of special
education have gradually sharpened their use of various labels that are used to define
particular types of costs. An example in this study is the use of the term "marginal costs".
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The definition of this term is generally understood to mean the additional costs associated
with placing an additional child in a special education program (Chambers, Hartman,
1983). Rossmiller computes marginal cost by subtracting the special program per pupil
cost from the regular education per pupil cost and states that "this may be interpreted as
representing the marginal per pupil cost of enrolling each additional pupil in a given
program" (p. 119).
There does not seem to any consideration given for what we may call "shared
costs". It seems conceivable that in some cases, new exceptional children enrolled in a
given program would not result in a constant incremental cost. This should change
depending on the circumstances. The seventh student enrolled in a program for seven
would result in a different cost than the eighth student enrolled in a program with a
maximum of seven. Are there some cases where additional pupils would actually reduce
the per pupil cost in a given program? It seems that distinctions need to made when
describing some of these costs and this is a case where description based on per pupil
expenditures has a tendency to confuse the issue. It is more understandable to speak of
marginal costs in terms of program costs rather than per pupil costs. What Rossmiller
defines as marginal costs seems to be more consistent with what is now termed "excess
costs" (Chambers, Hartman 1983; DeNucci, 1991).
Several other points need to be made relative to the design of this study. The
researchers were confronted by a lack of information about special education programs
and, as was mentioned earlier, there was no legislation in place to guarantee some degree
of consistency relative to definitions and services. In fact, at this time, there were serious

16

differences in the definitions used in various states, there was great variation in program
practices, and the data reported was not collected for cost analysis leading to hidden and
inconsistent treatments (Hartman, 1983). Identification procedures have changed a great
deal over the last twenty years (Gelb, Mizokawa, 1986). Much of the information about
prevalence rates is affected by this factor. There has been significant growth in what is
sometimes called the subjective categories (learning disabled) and this development cannot
have been considered in the projections that conclude the study (Wolman, Thurlow,
Bruininks, 1989).
In terms of conclusions, the study found that the program components which had
the most serious impact on cost differentials were the costs of instructional support and
the costs of transportation for those who needed it. The costs for additional, specialized
teachers and support staff for special education programs is an understandable finding.
The point about transportation is interesting. At the time of the study, transportation of
special needs students was not a mandated service for public school systems. In spite of
the fact that transportation was provided to exceptional children in only five of the twenty
four districts in the study (p. 256), it was still found to be a significant cost factor.
Transportation in many of the districts was still a parent responsibility.
One of the other frequently cited problems with Rossmiller's computation of costs
is that prices for the same program components can vary by district (Chambers, Hartman,
1983). Teacher salaries alone can vary significantly from one part of the country to
another and later studies explored ways to standardize these costs.
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RossmiUer also found that the overall cost index for educating an exceptional child
was about twice what it cost to educate a regular child. He also found that in terms of
cost indices, the most costly programs were for emotionally disturbed students. The study
also includes cost projections based on the figures computed for the 1968-1969 school
year. The cost of "providing exceptional programs of high quality for all exceptional
children age 5-17 in the United States in 1980", in 1968-1969 prices, was $7.08 billion.
Factoring in a 30% inflation rate, the figure is $9.2 billion and with a 50% inflation rate
the figure is $10.6 billion (RossmiUer, 1970, p. 127). This figure is reached by multiplying
the cost index for each category times the cost per pupU for a regular program. This is
intended to be a projection of total cost. In comparison, in a 1980 study, Kakalik found
that the "added cost" alone, of special education in. 1977-1978 was over $7 bUlion. This
figure only includes the cost of education and related services that are above the cost of
regular education (Kakalik, 1980, p. 5). Clearly, special education costs have increased
far more than even the most careful estimates projected.
Regarding changes in the subjective categories, pre-school services for
exceptional chUdren are not included in this study and education for this age group has
been mandated by the federal law. WhUe RossmiUer does recognize the value of early
intervention and includes a recommendation for more pre-school services, the cost of
these programs is not included in the basis for the projections. This may help explain
some of the difference between actual costs and projected costs.
Several other recommendations made by the authors are important to mention.
Record keeping by school districts needs to improve, monitoring the extent to which
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exceptional children participate in regular programming needs to improve, collaborative
programs should be expanded, residential programs should be used with care,
administrative leadership is an important factor within districts and the resource room
arrangement is a promising concept. All of these recommendations seem to have an
almost clairvoyant nature to them. They are issues which are raised by the most current
studies, now some twenty years later (DeNucci, 1991).
This was perhaps the first study to point out the substantial costs that would be
incurred by implementing educational programs for exceptional children. What is so
impressive is the relative accuracy of the projections and the extent to which the
recommendations are still meaningful. The current policy of integrating special needs
children into regular education classrooms has led to considerable discussion and debate,
and the purpose of this paper is to introduce the question of costs relative to this policy. It
is therefore impressive that twenty years ago, Rossmiller and his colleagues foresaw this
policy question: "for many exceptional children, however, fusion into a regular classroom
program is feasible and desirable, from both a developmental point of view and an
economic point of view" (p. 133).

The Costs of Special Education: Ten Years Later
The second significant study is called The Cost of Special Education and was
written by Kakalik, Fury, Thomas and Carney in 1981. It was different from Rossmiller’s
work in several ways.
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Given the fact that this was ten years later, the reasons for the study were
somewhat different.

Legislation and court rulings had led to a rapid expansion of special

education programs. Knowledge of costs was inadequate, and there was insufficient
information on which to base answers to policy questions. Funding dilemmas and data
collection in this area was also inadequate (Kakalik et al, 1981). The formal identification
of the problem (Levin, 1983) is found in the questions posed by the study. What are the
total costs of special education and related services by age, disability category, educational
placement and size of school district? What are the costs of services such as
administration, instruction, and assessment? What are the added costs of special
education and related services above the costs of regular education for typical children?
The authors made it clear that the different approaches to analyzing costs in this study
were based on the idea that concepts of incremental costs and replication costs could be
applied to education and cost analysis could go another step further (Haggert, 1971).
This study is also based on per pupil expenditures, but there are distinctions.
Rossmiller identified cost factors to construct ratios based on regular education costs.
Kakalik was more interested in total costs and added costs (Chambers, Hartman, 1983).
Also, while Rossmiller was interested in finding exemplary school districts, Kakalik was
concerned only with ruling out districts without comprehensive services. This difference
has a bearing on how conclusions in the two studies need to be treated differently. The
findings of the Kakalik study are perhaps, more generalizable.
A comparison of the charts constructed in these studies is a way of summarizing
some of the differences. Rossmiller lists costs in chosen districts by categories of regular
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education and categories of special education. His cost indices are all organized by the
type of handicapping condition. Kakalik examines costs by different handicapping
conditions across age levels (elementary vs. secondary).
Kakalik uses a ’’cost weighting factor" (p. 40) and Rossmiller employs a cost index
(p. 75). The procedure used to compute the two descriptors is identical, the cost of
special education is divided by the cost of regular education. The cost index and the cost
weighting factor are used to measure price variation for a given programming
arrangement. While the computation of the descriptors is the same, different information
is used to arrive at the total costs. The most important distinction is that Kakalik decided
to address variation of prices for program resources by standardizing costs (Kakalik,
1978).
Another distinction is that the 1981 study had the benefit of using a standard
definition of a handicapping condition. In 1970, at the time of the Rossmiller study, no
such thing existed. Kakalik and his colleagues wrote that the definition "is general and
flexible, hence compatible with the variety of definitions used in practice in all states and
localities." This view, however, is not shared by all. The state auditors report in the state
of Massachusetts in 1991 stated that in the federal law, "the enumerated impairments are
specifically defined. The definition does not include children who are socially maladjusted,
unless it is determined that they are seriously emotionally disturbed. Thus, IDEA relies on
delineations of specific disabilities for its definition of children with disabilities. In
contrast, in Chapter 766 (the special eduation law in Massachusetts) the definition of a
child in need of special education is non-categorical and consequently, broader" (DeNucci,
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1991, p. 10). While there is more consistency with the later study, one cannot assume that
the compatibility is as extensive as Kakalik would suggest.
It would be helpful at this point to summarize some of the organizational
characteristics of the Kakalik study. In looking at cost by type of placement, the following
arrangements were examined: regular class plus indirect services, related services,
itinerant special teacher and part time special teacher. Arrangements under the category
of special class included special class plus part time regular class, full time special class,
special day school, homebound programs and short term hospital programs. Kakalik's
findings relative to the placement of special education students indicate that 53% of the
special needs children in the sample were in regular classes a majority of the time. The
next largest category is special class a majority of the time, and this accounts for 18% of
the population.
Two of the definitions that are of interest are the "regular class plus related direct
service. Education is provided in a regular class, plus there is direct provision to the child
of ancillary related services such as physical therapy, occupational therapy, school health
services, and social work services. Children may also benefit from the assessment and
other indirect services ..." (p. 108). Itinerant special instruction is defined as "education is
provided in the regular class, plus direct provision of instructional services to the
handicapped student by an itinerant special education teacher” (p. 108). The other
definitions flow from this pattern. Due to the fact that the same placement will
accommodate different levels of severity for an impairment, it is difficult to make
comparisons of roughly equitable program options for the same child.
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Given these qualifications regarding the organization of the study, I would like to
discuss some the findings. Relative to the first question posed by the study, the total
added cost of special education in 1977-1978 was over 7 billion dollars. From 1977 to
1981 estimated annual expenditures on a per pupil basis in public schools increased 37%.
If the same increase is applied to special education, the total added cost for 1981 is over
10 billion dollars. The weighted cost for a special education student was found to be 2.17,
which is similar to Rossmiller's finding that per pupil special education costs were twice
those of regular education. The cost per pupil of pre-school services was found to be
$3526 and it is interesting to note that all of this is defined as an added cost since no pre¬
school services are mandated for regular education students.
Relative to the second question, the cost of assessment per child was estimated to
be $100. The teacher cost per pupil was estimated to be $551 and the aide cost per pupil
was estimated to be $106. Given that these prices are now twelve years old, these results
are an example of why discussion of ratios is much more meaningful.
The study confirmed the notion put forward by Schultz and others that secondary
education is more costly than elementary education. Services for exceptional children are
consistent with this pattern. In terms of added costs, at the elementary level this figure
was $1617, while at the secondary level, the added cost is $2449. In addition, higher
percentages of elementary age children are served by special programs than secondary age
children.
With regard to regular class placement versus special class placement, it was
interesting to note that data was not available for some handicaps and program options.
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This suggests that placement of exceptional children in regular classrooms was not a
common practice at the time of the study. Kakalik also found that the extra time required
by regular and special teachers has a large impact on whether or not the regular class
placement is less costly. Related to this same point, the authors found that the extra time
required had much to do with the severity of the handicapping condition. The functionally
blind and the emotionally disturbed are the most costly categories of disabilities relative to
regular class placement. By way of example, the speech impaired category carried the
lowest cost factor (1.34) and the functionally blind category carried the highest cost factor
(5.86).
In the emotionally disturbed category, the regular class plus indirect services
program carried a cost weighting factor of 1.91 while the special class plus part time
regular class program carried a cost weighting factor of 3.28. For the learning disabilities
category, the regular class option factor was 1.55 and the special class program factor was
2.43. When examining these comparisons, it is important to keep in mind that the
program options are not consistent or even similar. In both of these categories, one must
also remember that the severity of the disability must be considered in any placement
decision. Some of the program options confirm the notion that the more intensive the
special programming, the more costly it will be. Conclusions regarding less costly
programming for children with equally severe disabilities cannot be drawn from this
information.
For all disabilities, the regular class option plus the itinerant teacher yields a cost
ratio that is higher than every option except the special day school category. It is
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conceivable that placing exceptional children in regular education environments can
actually be more costly than separate programming. The itinerant special education
teacher model is a costly one due to the 1:1 nature to the instruction.
The program options that involve a combination of regular and special
programming led to problems of definition that deserve mention. What is really at issue
here is the concept of replacement costs which are defined as "costs for programs and
services that in whole or in part, are substituted for the regular education program"
(Chambers, Hartman, 1983, p. 200). These costs are a necessary calculation when a
student receives services in more than one area. Chambers and Hartman believe that
determining accurate replacement costs is very difficult and that replacement costs can be
confused with marginal costs. This is particular true when enrollment in special education
programs fluctuates.
In regard to mainstream placements, it was found that special class combined with
the regular class option and the regular class combined with special class option are almost
as costly as full time special class. This prompted the author to write that "mainstreaming
as currently implemented should not be looked upon as a way to reduce costs, but rather
should by used when it is the most appropriate placement for a child" (Kakalik, p. 14).
The study also found that the cost per child varied greatly from one school district
to another. This point has been confirmed by subsequent research. A related point is that
the lower the prevalence rate of a given disability, the greater the variance between
districts in terms of numbers needing services and the costs of those services (Henderson,
1979). Cost variation has even been found to exist between similar programs in the same
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district (Anderson, 1982). If one district has an unusually high number of high cost
placements, it will have higher costs.
Since rising enrollments are so closely related to rising costs, it is interesting to
note that the lowest percentage of students with disabilities served by a district in the
sample was 5%. The highest percentage in the sample was 24%. The average for the
sample was 7.2% and the national average at the time was 7.4%.
The value of the Kakalik study is that on a large scale, important conclusions were
drawn regarding per pupil costs, total added costs and costs by age and disability
category. Relative to the question of whether integrated programming could be less
costly, this study seems to express some caution and more importantly reminds us to focus
on the needs of the child. This research served to define, much more carefully, the costs
of special education at a time when federal and state laws had been in place for
approximately five years.

The Resource Cost Model
A third approach to determining costs of special education programs is called the
resource cost model and was outlined by Chambers and Hartman in 1983.
As one begins to confront some of the inherent problems that arise from the
individualized nature of special education programming (severity of disability, variation of
resource prices, enrollment fluctuation) one option seems to focus on the characteristics
of the program rather than the per pupil cost. Another option seems to be to reduce the
scope of the sample and to focus on states, districts, or even programs within districts. It
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is for this reason that I believe a summary of the resource cost model is appropriate for
this paper.
Both the Rossmiller and Kakalik studies acknowledge that they found significant
differences between districts for similar programs, and that there were significant
differences between programs in the same district. The RCM model is focused on treating
those differences more sensitively (Chambers, Hartman, 1983). RCM is not purely a cost
analysis methodology, it is also intended to assist in the process of reimbursement and
allocation of resources for special education. The focus of this methodology is on the
program types and the numbers of students to be served. Programs are defined in terms of
the resource allocation and student teacher ratios so that the costs are derived from the
structure of the program (p. 200).
The purpose is to examine differences in costs due to different student
backgrounds, language capabilities, category of disability, grade or age levels, and
educational aspirations. Chambers and Hartman break this process down in twelve boxes
that represent each step in the process. I will not repeat those steps here but several
comments are necessary. The attention paid to the number of students in each program
and the optimal number of students in each program helps to recognize the discontinuous
nature of costs relative to numbers served. In some cases, adding a student to a program
will result in no additional cost to the district (Chambers, Hartman, 1983). The model
does employ standardized salaries and prices to avoid the problem of variation with the
cost of these resources. The procedure results in total costs of programs (as opposed to
per pupil costs) and the total cost of all the programs within a district or state.
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Although there are individual judgements made in the assignment of resources, the
assignment of students, administration services and numbers of programs, the model
seems to hold promise for analyzing alternative forms of delivery systems. This method of
cost analysis has been gaining acceptance (Rapheal, Singer, Walker, 1985; Chambers,
1991; Parrish, 1991).

VI

l
!

The Costs and Benefits of Special Education
The last study in this sample is also the most recent. It is published by the
University of Minnesota and is comprised of four project reports: Benefit Cost Analysis
and Special Education Programs, Cost Analysis for District Level Special Education
Planning Budgeting and Administration, Post School Outcomes for Special Education
Students and Using Cost Benefit Analysis in Examining the Worth of Special Education.

The study is also described in a lengthy report entitled Assessing Outcomes, Costs and
Benefits of Special Education Programs. For unexplained reasons this report is

structured somewhat differently than the project reports but essentially, it addresses
outcomes, costs and cost benefit analysis research conducted in a Minnesota school
district using data collected for the 1977-1984 school years.
There is much of value in this piece of research, but for the purposes of this paper,
I would like to discuss points of interest in the cost analysis study and in the cost benefit
analysis sections as these two sections are more closely related to my interest in examining
special education costs relative to integrated programming.
I

;?
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The cost analysis study, "Benchmark Cost Descriptions of School Based Special
Education", is intended to develop a school based cost description model for special
education, apply this model to data from a large suburban school district and to draw
conclusions relative to the economic value of some current policy decisions (Lewis, 1988,
p. 113). The study uses a resource components model, which is an application of the
resource cost model described earlier in this paper. The model is intended to focus on the
costs of resources for special education, who bears burden of these costs and the factors
that explain variations in costs.
Although the authors note several other applications of this cost analysis model,
they appear to overstate the case when declaring that no other cost study to date has
focused on an ingredients approach. In fact, writing a year later, Lewis acknowledges
earlier applications of this model by Chambers, Hartman and Raphael (Lewis, Bruininks,
Thurlow, 1989). The authors also criticize data collection methods used in the Rossmiller
study in a way that is not consistent with Rossmiller's description of the data collection.
They state that this early research relied exclusively on financial records provided by the
school districts. The Rossmiller study did rely on budget and reimbursement records, but
data was also collected through interviews and classroom observation (Rossmiller, 1970,
p. 47). Furthermore, in a list of assumptions regarding the calculation of costs per day and
per hour, in the Minnesota study, data regarding instructional time was taken from teacher
or program records (Lewis, 1988, p. 117). This appears to be an example of the same
flawed procedure for which Rossmiller is criticized. Lewis also relied on records, rather
than reporting instructional time purely on the basis of observation.
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In terms of the structure of the study, costs per student, per day and per hour were
generated for a variety of different service areas. By way of example, a service area could
include adaptive physical education, or programs for hearing impaired or learning disabled
students. In addition, costs for services provided by external agencies, and transportation
were also reported. Cost indices were calculated for each of these service areas. This is
the same concept used by Rossmiller and Kakalik, however, these indices "employ
different cost bases and allow for variations in actual student use of special education
services" (Lewis, 1988, p. 124).
The results relative to the summarized data are in some instances, consistent with
earlier research. For example, some results reported here confirm the notion that cost
indices can vary significantly across service areas. In the average cost per student per year
category, the most costly service area is for general learning disabilities at the secondary
level. This category is stated to include students in grades 7-12 with mild mental
retardation. The cost for this program is almost five times the amount reported for the
visual impaired service area, which was reported by Rossmiller as having one of the
highest cost indices of the categories he examined. This inconsistency may be partially
attributable to a more sensitive and more specific method for cost data collection, but it
may also be that there are important program characteristics that are not being defined.
A second category for secondary age learning disabled children is also listed with a
service area cost that is one fifth that of the program just mentioned. In spite of almost
identical program labels, the difference between service areas is not described. The results
would be more valuable if distinctions between service areas were more fully explained.
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This cost analysis is distinguishable from earlier studies because it also reports
costs and costs indices on a "per hour" basis. This cost category seems well suited to
helping researchers and administrators assess the efficiency of various programs. Lewis
and his colleagues report that the adaptive physical education index is 20.8 per hour of
instruction. By way of comparison, the behavior management area has an hourly index of
2.6. The explanation for this variation is also consistent with one of Kakalik's findings.
The adaptive physical education, speech therapy and physically handicapped service areas
are usually staffed by traveling specialists. In Kakalik's study they were called itinerant
teachers and were found to be providing services at a relatively high cost. The time
necessary for logistical tasks and one to one service delivery drives up the cost
significantly.
Other results in this study seem to differ from earlier research. The reported ratio
of special education costs to regular instruction costs, per student, per year was 1.04.
This is a significant reduction from earlier studies which reported a value slightly over 2.0
(Rossmiller, 1970; Kakalik, 1981). In the table which reports these results, Lewis includes
some data from the Rossmiller study but the total average cost index from the earlier study
is not included and there are several reasons for this.
While it is helpful to compare many characteristics of different cost analysis
studies, it is not always appropriate to compare results. In many cases, they are not
designed for comparison. The categories of exceptionality that are used in the Rossmiller
study are not identical to the service area categories in the Lewis study, so any comparison
of a mean or average cost index needs to consider this difference.
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Secondly, the earlier studies used annualized cost figures for data regarding the
categories they researched. Lewis employed a resource components approach which
attempts to account for differences in service by grade level and differences in actual
student use of services. I would suggest that this is part of the reason why many of the
cost indices in the Lewis study have a value less than 1.0 (general learning disabilities,
speech impairments, occupational therapy). When these low indices are part of a total
average index, they will obviously reduce the ratio.
Findings regarding the cost efficiency of services provided by external agencies
also differ from conclusions of earlier studies. Lewis and colleagues reported that services
provided by these organizations can result in cost savings. Kakalik reports a cost index
for special public day schools as being among the highest (3.24) of all placements he
examined (Kakalik, 1981, p. 342). The Lewis study states that the net district cost per
average student hour of instruction in special education was about $7.00. An additional
$5.00 is added because regular education costs are included. While the district hourly
average is just over $12.00, hourly rates for external agencies (including tuition and
transportation) averaged only $4.32. The definitions of these two program options are
surprisingly similar. The only distinction seems to be that the Lewis study uses a definition
that included private programs. Kakalik included only public and collaborative programs.
Again, I would suggest that part of the reason for the different conclusions relates
to the fact that cost indices in the Lewis study are more sensitive to the actual student use
of services—especially when using costs calculated on an hourly basis.
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Secondly, Kakalik was interested in determining the cost of these services without
regard to who bore the costs. Lewis is more concerned with the costs assumed by the
district from which data has been collected, and he makes it clear that costs to society are
not reduced with this type of service option (Lewis, 1988, p. 134). State and federal
reimbursement rates play a large role in reducing the costs to the district.
Regarding the question of who bears the cost of special education, the Minnesota
study reports that the total cost of special education in the identified school district is
higher than the amount reported in the school district budget by SI .76 million. This is due
primarily to costs that are typically not included in every section of a school district's
budget: fringe benefits, extra health care for students and imputed costs for facilities.
When the state and federal reimbursement rate is applied to the local cost and other
factors are adjusted, the difference between real and stated costs is $130,000.
These reimbursements are important when considering total cost bom by local,
state and federal governments. The total cost of special education for this suburban
school district is reported as SI.4 million above the local budget statement. It should be
remembered however, that these costs are not unreported. State and federal budgets have
this information, but they are not part of this study. So while total costs are more than a
school district may state in its budget, that cost is known and can easily by identified as
long as other agency budgets are reviewed.
It is significant that this cost analysis, which claims to have considered costs more
thoroughly than earlier studies, suggests that the cost of many special education service
areas is less than costs reported ten or twenty years ago. The authors suggest that
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economies of scale may be taking place now that school districts are more experienced at
providing special education programs. The authors also contend that their results "give
considerable credence to the proposition that mainstreaming, independent of its
educational and social value, does result in significant cost savings in both direct budgeted
special education costs and in total costs to the district" (Lewis, 1988, p. 136). As
encouraging as this may seem for those concerned with rising special education costs, I
would suggest that the difference between mainstreaming and integrated programming
needs to be remembered.
Several studies have attempted to examine special education programs from a cost
benefit analysis perspective, but many of these have focused on education and training
options for severely disabled students (Lewis, 1988). Cost benefit analysis has only
recently been applied to special education programs for several reasons. This form of
analysis is primarily concerned with program efficiency and until recent years, there has
been a sense that equity and quality issues are more appropriate concerns than cost
efficiency. There is also the concern that many benefits of special education will be missed
in a methodology that focuses solely on pecuniary measurement. Finally, cost benefit
analysis is defined more by general guidelines and assumptions as opposed to the rather
strict rules that govern statistical analysis (Thornton, Will, 1988).
This study by Lewis, Bruininks, Thurlow and McGrew is a response to the fact
that in times of rising costs and enrollments, the public has come to expect economic
analysis of special education (Lewis, 1988, U.S. News. December, 1993). This research is
another project report within the large scale Minnesota study and attempts to examine
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special education programs with a cost benefit model. The question posed by the study is
whether the economic benefits of special education services exceed their economic costs.
The study draws from the same data as the cost analysis study previously
described. This sample originally included 311 students in special education: 220 with
learning disabilities, 54 with mild mental retardation, 22 with speech impairments, 14 with
emotional disabilities, and four with visual impairments. The entire sample of mildly
mentally retarded students was selected as the sample for the cost benefit analysis, and
then, due to test scores, drop out rates and limited time in the district, the sample was
reduced to 28 young adults. The exclusion of the 26 students is well documented but the
study may have benefitted from an explanation of why the mildly mentally retarded group
was chosen.
Cost benefit analysis starts with a thorough accounting framework that includes all
benefits and costs (Thornton, Will, 1988). It may have been that the authors of this study
chose the mildly cognitively impaired group because it would facilitate the development of
assumptions regarding the post school experiences for the sample and the control group.
Developing cost and benefit comparisons for the cognitively impaired group would be
more clear than assumptions for a group with learning disabilities or visual impairments.
The cost data is taken from the Benchmark Cost Analysis described earlier.
Outcome data were obtained from another section of the study entitled "Post School
Outcomes for Students in Special Education and Other Students One to Eight Years After
High School". This report is not discussed in this paper because it is primarily concerned
with outcomes, not costs.

35

Assessing the efficiency of special education is addressed in two different ways.
First, an estimate of the average cost for a unit of special education is compared with
earnings generated from employment after graduation. The second method is to use a
comparison group to determine net effects in monetary terms. Both techniques are used in
this study.
Regarding the first method of efficiency assessment, it was concluded that it takes
approximately seven years for society to recapture the resources used to provide special
education programs for the sample group in the study. Several qualifications are,
appropriately, raised by the authors.
First, because of the inherent uncertainty involved with the method of assessing
outcomes, this comparison of costs to outcomes may also be measuring such things as
motivation, the level of parent support and availability of employment opportunities.
Secondly, if the responses of those that did not respond to the surveys indicate a
significantly lower level of earnings, the sample may not be completely representative and
the results may need to be carefully stated (Lewis, 1988).
Also of interest is the qualification that the comparison of costs to outcomes is
based on an underestimate of monetary benefits. The terms of the study call for one to
seven years of post school earnings to be considered. Any earnings subsequent to this
time frame would skew the comparison in a way that would even more favorably
recommend the efficiency of special education programs.
The second model of assessing costs and benefits uses a projection or framework
and then applies these monetary values to a control group. The group used for a control
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was a group of cognitively impaired individuals who received no special education and
who were institutionalized at the age of 14 with no reportable earnings. Cost data was
again drawn from the Minnesota study and outcome data for the current mildly impaired
population was likewise taken from the outcome study previously mentioned. Cost and
benefit data for the control group was projected from other research projects and from
data available from the U.S. Department of Labor. This method of gathering data for a
hypothetical control group is a commonly used approach in cost benefit studies (Thornton.
Will, 1988). These projections are necessary because both law and ethics prevent the use
of a controlled experiment design (Lewis, 1988). The authors acknowledge that this
hypothetical control group constitutes an extreme comparison. I would agree with this
statement for two reasons.
The authors of the study are using a mildly impaired group of students for their
benefit cost analysis and yet they are using a moderately impaired population for the
control group. There would seem to be an inconsistency here in terms of the capabilities
and earning potential of these two groups.
Secondly, the use of institutionalized people as a control group seems to extend
the comparisons far beyond what was originally intended in the study. The question of
interest is whether benefits of special education programs exceed the costs of these
programs. With this control group, costs and benefits of current special education
programs are being compared with practices that date back to the early 1900's. 1 think the
study and its findings are weakened by the choice of an outdated condition for the control
group.
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Another consequence of using the institutionalized control group is also noted in
the study. We are assuming that increased special education services will result in
students becoming more self-sufficient and that therefore the costs of institutionalization
will be saved. If this is true, society will not have to pay these costs, but someone will still
have to bear the cost of supporting these students, in some manner. Essentially there is a
cost savings here, but there is also a cost shift or a displaced cost. Parents of these
students will bear an additional cost.
Later in the study, the authors use less extreme hypothetical control groups. They
conclude from these comparisons that if special education programs in the public schools
prevent at least one out of ten persons from being institutionalized, then special education
is cost beneficial in monetary terms alone.
In spite of the problems that arise around the issue of the control group in this
study, there are some very positive outcomes from this research. First, there is the point
that it is possible to employ a cost benefit framework to assess the efficiency of special
education programs. Secondly, when costs are reported on the basis of hours of service
provided, we gain insights into the relative expense of different service areas. Service
areas like speech and occupational therapy appear to be quite expensive when analyzed in
this manner. The study adds a new perspective on the cost efficiency of external
placements. These public placements can be quite cost effective for school districts who
have a favorable reimbursement formula from their state funding agency. And finally,
when compared to traditional forms of support for mildly mentally retarded people, it is
clearly cost beneficial to provide special education services in the public schools.
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The authors warn us that cost-benefit analysis must be seen as a process for
organizing information. It is not an inflexible rule that can be used to make decisions by
itself (Bruininks et al, 1987).
Given the recommendation mentioned earlier in this paper, calling for increased
use of integrated programming, do the cost analysis studies reviewed here suggest that this
approach will, in fact, reduce the cost of special education?
First, the research discussed in this paper shows a variety of methods for assessing
costs. It seems that each of these methods is well suited to answering particular kinds of
questions, but each method also has its own limitations.
The per pupil cost studies are valuable in the sense that they can provide total
annual costs for different categories of disabilities, and they provide useful information
when one is interested in comparing similar or identical programs within a school district.
Per pupil costs also help us understand the relationship between special education costs
and regular education costs.
The resource cost model seems to me, to be an improved method of measuring
costs and one that will remain useful to researchers in the years ahead. This model is more
sensitive to the variations that are inherent to special education. Services to children with
disabilities are often individualized, and the adjustments in hours of service, staffing
patterns, and program resources are considered with this cost analysis approach.
The cost benefit analysis method is perhaps the most complex and far reaching of
the methods I have discussed. It seems to be a new approach, and one that is still being
defined. Its value may lie in the potential it holds for answering the questions society is
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asking about the costs of special education. Is it worth it? Should we keep managing
special education in the same manner or should there be some changes in how we teach
children with disabilities? Cost benefit analysis may come closer to answering these policy
questions than any of the other methodologies.
In the chart below, I have tried to list some of the other advantages and
disadvantages of the cost analysis methods I have discussed in this paper.
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Advantages

Cost benefit analysis

Disadvantages

Attempts to assess
benefits monetary and
nonmonetary, private and
social (Johns, Morphet,
Alexander, 1988)

Assessing benefits of
alternative program
placements is highly
subjective (Strathie,
Anthony, 1993) p. 68

Permits analysis of both
internal and external
efficiency effects (Lewis
1993)

Assessing education and
social benefits in
monetary terms is difficult
(Lewis, Bruininks,
Thurlow, McGraw, 1988)
p. 190
Difficult to find a control
group when special
education services have
been mandated for almost
20 years
Difficult to determine all
factors which may
contribute to total
benefits (Lewis, 1988)
Governed not by rules but
rather by general
guidelines. Can lead to
significant differences
between studies
(Thornton, Will, 1988)

Resource Cost Model

Has utility as both a cost
analysis technique and a
funding model
Attempts to treat
differences between
groups and differences
between districts more
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Is focussed on cost per
program rather than cost
per student

sensitively—accounts for
enrollment, standardizes
costs and student use of
services
Cost Index

Per pupil cost studies

Allows for a wide range
of comparisons over time
(Rossmiller) and within
and between school
districts (Lewis, 1980)

When constructed
without regard for
variations in student use
of services, it can mask
real cost consideration

Can be applied to annual
or even hourly basis of
service delivery (Lewis,
1988)

Cost index not sensitive
to factors such as newly
implemented program and
low enrollments
(Rossmiller, 1970)

Useful when determining
the efficiency of service
models or to compare
similar programs
(Anderson, 1982)

FTE per pupil costs
unstable when dependent
on staffing patterns (often
produces high per pupil
costs)

Total costs are useful for
budget projections
(Anderson, 1982)

FTE per pupil costs
ambiguous whenever
special education services
are delivered in a regular
education environment
(Anderson, 1982)

Attempts to acknowledge
differences in programs
and differences in student
needs
Reported values are more
reliable when costs are
standardized

Per pupil costs, alone do
not reflect inflation and
changes in costs over
time, and between
programs and districts
Per pupil costs may
confuse measurement of
marginal costs
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Second, cost studies use different approaches to answer different questions, but
some of their results and conclusions do shed some light on the question of whether
integrated programming will be less costly.
Some of the conclusions regarding the costs of integrated programming are not
based strictly on the reported costs. This seems appropriate given the point that one of
the most important outcomes of cost analysis is not the bottom line, but rather what we
learn from organizing information about costs and programs (Levin, 1963).
The RossmiUer study indicates that children with disabilities should participate in
regular education programs as much as possible. The data from this study demonstrates
that special programs require more resources than regular education (p. 133). The
authors note the importance of all children using the same programs and the same
facilities—from a cost perspective but also from a quality perspective. This point is also
relevant to the practice of placing children with disabilities in residential schools. The
recommendation calls for restraint when considering these kinds of placements.
This study includes several other recommendations relative to the question of
reducing costs. More data needs to be collected and better records need to be kept
regarding the resources devoted to special education and regarding the results and
outcomes of these programs. It is interesting to see that this recommendation is still made
in the DeNucci report, twenty years later. Early diagnosis of disabilities is also cited as a
cost saving approach. Costs are reduced if children can progress to the point of needing
fewer special services and the resource room model is also highly recommended.
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Kakalik and his colleagues also spoke to the importance of placing special needs
children in regular education programs. Two of the lower cost placements in his study
were the categories "regular class receiving indirect special services" and "regular class
receiving related services only".
Admittedly, these placements may at first seem appropriate for only mild
disabilities, but new arrangements regarding staffing patterns and teaching techniques may
make this an option for children with more serious disabilities. Given Kakalik's finding
that the severe handicaps are often the most costly, if student needs can be met in regular
education settings, there may be real potential for cost savings.
The study does express caution regarding the use of mainstreaming to reduce costs
(p. IX). In this research much of the cost of mainstreaming was involved with the time
regular education teachers spent teaching special education children. To me, this suggests
that cost savings may not relate strictly to the use of this practice, but rather to the manner
in which the practice is implemented. The use of teacher aides and the use of cooperative
teaching models may hold much promise for cost savings.
Another high cost service delivery model identified in this study was the use of the
itinerant teacher. If provision of services typically provided by these staff people (speech
therapy, occupational therapy, physical therapy) could be provided in a regular education
setting, costs could also be reduced.
The Minnesota study found that most of the service areas they examined were less
costly now than they were reported to be in earlier studies, specifically the Rossmiller
research. The two exceptions to this finding were service areas that involved external
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agencies. The authors contend that this gives "considerable credence to the proposition
that mainstreaming, independent of its educational and social value, does result in
significant cost savings in both direct budgeted special education costs and total costs to
the district" (p. 136). The authors cite other studies which examined the practice of
mainstreaming and claim that it is both effective and efficient.
Special education costs in this district are lower than costs measured in other
districts twenty years earlier, but to me this raises questions that are not answered in the
study. If this is true in all districts, why have special education costs risen so dramatically?
Is it more than increasing enrollments which have driven costs up?
In reviewing these recommendations, I think it is important to keep in mind that
mainstreaming, by definition, does not necessarily imply that special education services are
being provided in a regular classroom. Integrated programming, as recommended by Will
and others, is based on the notion that special and regular teachers work together to
achieve the goals outlined in an IEP.
The research I have tried to review suggests that when special needs students
participate in regular education, there is the potential for less costly programming.
Mainstreaming and integrated programming describe two different educational practices.
The question of costs may well be decided by each individual school district as decisions
are made about how integrated programming will be implemented.
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Special Education in Massachusetts:
Rising Costs and Rising Discontent
The third section of this chapter provides a state wide view of special education
finance in Massachusetts. There are several reports, all written in the last six years, that
provide some insight into how funds are spent on special education and that describe the
steps that have been taken to address the issue of rising costs. The most recent report
issued by the state is The State Auditor's Report on Special Education in Massachusetts.
It was written in 1991 under the auspices of the State Auditor, Division of Local
Mandates and is often referred to as the DeNucci Report. The study focuses on growth
trends and program costs. It offers program recommendations and calls for a change in
the way that special education services are delivered. For the purposes of this paper, I will
focus my discussion on the section which describes Enrollment and Cost Data.
The question that this report asks is whether it is possible to control the costs of
special education, without sacrificing quality and scope. The authors of the report
surveyed all the superintendents in the state. They performed on-site visits to a sample of
school districts, collaboratives and private special needs schools. They compared federal
and state laws and reviewed data from several other states.
Before discussing enrollment and cost data, it would be helpful to summarize a few
of the points made in the introduction to this report. The original funding intent of
Chapter 766 was to reimburse cities and towns for the "cost of instruction, training and
support, including the cost of special education personnel, materials and equipment,
tuition, transportation, rent and consultant services, of the children in special classes.
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instruction periods or other programs” (DeNucci, p. 8). In addition, when the federal law
was passed the proposed funding level was a 40% commitment for the first five years. As
we learned from our discussion of the political forces that led to the passage of the state
law, the issue of costs was the most dangerous issue for the advocates of special
education law. In my opinion, they side stepped the problem and the implementation of
these proposed funding levels in order to preserve the agreement necessary for passage. It
may be that they made the right decision, but the consequence of that decision can be
illustrated by the chart below.
Table 1 1990-1991 School Year, Special Education Costs by Level of Government (Mass.
Dept. Education, 1993)

Total local expenditures for
special education

$641,086,917

69.3% of total

Total state expenditures for
special education

$238,498,279

25.8% of total

Total federal expenditures
for special education

$45,037,362

4.9% of total

Clearly, the burden of supporting special education has fallen primarily upon local
school districts in Massachusetts. Also obvious is the fact that original proposals for state
and federal funding have been amended.
A few facts regarding the condition of special and regular education in
Massachusetts help to set the context for this report. In Massachusetts during the 1990
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school year, special education enrollment as compared to total public school enrollment
was 17.1%, the highest in the nation. Over a ten year period from 1979 to 1989, there has
been an 177% increase in total spending on special education and this is during a time
when total enrollment in public schools declined. During the same ten year period there
has been a 5.6% increase in the number of identified special needs children and there has
been a 28% increase in the number of special needs children placed in substantially
separate programs (DeNucci, p. ii). Estimated special education aid in 1980 was $105.4
million. In 1989 that amount was estimated to be $247.5 million. Since 1987, overall aid
to cities and towns has decreased as local education agencies have become more
dependent on this aid. Chapter 766 originally intended to fully reimburse cities and towns
for the costs of special education transportation. The amount of that aid is decreasing:
65% in 1985 and 25.8% in 1991. State support of residential tuition for severely disabled
children has also decreased.
Additionally, there have been reductions in regular education programs like
Essential Skills, Early Childhood, Equal Opportunity Grants, drop out prevention and
social work. In the 1980’s, regular education was asked to do more with less. The
concern over these cost and enrollment trends is one of the reasons why the auditors office
was asked to write their report.
In the comparison of state and federal laws, the report notes the differences
between the two definitions of a disability condition. It also was mentioned earlier in this
discussion. The Massachusetts definition is non-categorical and broader than the federal
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law and it is implied that this is a reason for higher special education enrollment
percentages in Massachusetts (DeNucci, p. 11).
The method of funding special education in Massachusetts has changed over the
last few years. It is worth noting however, because it has contributed to the difficulty of
tracking special education costs. State funding was authorized by Chapter 70 of the
Massachusetts General Laws. It utilized a need based formula that was designed to assist
cities and towns whose ability to raise revenue was low and whose costs were high. The
formula also considered the number and types of children served. The level of aid was
determined and then split between Chapter 70 aid (school aid) and Additional Assistance
(non-school aid) (DeNucci, p. 16). After these kinds of adjustments have been made in
the funding, it is near impossible to determine what proportion of the total amount was
special education reimbursement.
The authors estimated the reimbursements for special education by dividing the
number of special education full time equivalents by the total weighted full time
equivalent. This percentage was then applied to the total Chapter 70 appropriation. The
authors acknowledge that this figure is only a "useful fiction" (DeNucci, p. 16). This
figure is in no way tied to costs or expenditures.
The Education Reform Act of 1993 changed this funding arrangement. The
Reform Act has not significantly improved our ability to track costs, but it did change the
funding formula and it has so changed the funding of all public education in the
Commonwealth that a few points should be summarized. The fundamental change is that
funds for special education are now allocated to school districts based on a fixed
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percentage of the population that is assumed to need special services (Parrish, 1996). For
students served within the district funds are distributed to local districts using the formula
below.
TSEF (W/IN) = .14 x .25 x $14870.00 x Enrollment
That is, total special education funding for a student educated within the district equals
14% of the population, multiplied by the percentage of the day that an average special
needs student receives services, multiplied by the cost of serving a full time special
education student, multiplied by the district enrollment.
Similarly, the formula for funds directed to students educated outside the local
district, the formula is:
TSEF(OUT) = .01 x 1.00 x $15,533.00 x Enrollment
That is, total special education funding for students educated outside the district equals
one percent, multiplied by a full day, multiplied by the cost of educating a student in an
outside placement, multiplied by the enrollment in the district. Funds for special education
are included in a foundation which is unique to each school district. The provisions of the
formula distinguish between students served within the district and students served outside
the district. It is assumed that 1% of the student population will be served by an outside
placement.
The information on costs in this report is heavily dependent on the concept of full
time equivalents. Chambers and Hartman (1983) define this as "an amount based on a
multiple of the regular per pupil funding amount" (p. 195). These scholars also note that it
is more of a funding concept than one used for reporting costs. The FTE is vulnerable to
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changes in enrollment and staffing and it is also vulnerable to changes in prices. The
variation in costs that can result from enrollment patterns is not accounted for in the same
manner that the resource cost model, utilized by Levin, Chambers and Hartman does.
Variation in costs for resources in different parts of the state does not seem to be
accounted for. Since, the Kakalik study, many cost analyses have included some form of
standardization so that price variation is minimized.
By way of example, teacher salaries vary significantly in Massachusetts.
Information collected through the administration of the Massachusetts Educational
Assessment Program indicate a high average salary of $55,880 in the community of
Newton and a low average salary of $33,817 in Lynn (Boston Globe. June 6, 1993). The
costs of similar programs in these two communities will be quite different and could skew
any conclusions that might be drawn regarding prototypes and placement.
The DeNucci Report also breaks costs into two other categories which are only
briefly explained. If all seven of the components listed earlier are included, then the result
is the "total cost". If the regular day component and the screening and evaluation
component are omitted, then the cost is called the "pure" cost. The regular education
component is defined as the "spending for special needs pupils who spend part of their
school time in regular education settings" (p. 23). Screening and evaluation is defined as
"spending for detecting and evaluating the needs of pupils, some of whom will receive
special education services" (p. 24). What is not fully explained is why these costs should
be separated. The report states that "this pure costs approach provides a better
understanding of the isolated cost of providing special education services and will be used
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throughout this report" (p. 25). How can the critical activities of referral, identification,
evaluation, and mainstreaming, not be considered part of the cost of providing special
education services? This question is not answered in the report.
Cost increases over a ten year period, by prototype are provided in this report (p.
26). Different costs will be associated with the same prototype in different communities
for reasons mentioned earlier. Also, the report does not consider the numbers of pupils
served in different placements, even though the prototype might be the same. A student
could have one third of his or her day in a separate program, but for a severely disabled
child, that might mean individual help, for a mildly or moderately effected child, that
separate program might be in a small group.

These two options would carry very

different costs.
In attempting to explain some very real increases in special education costs, the
report mentions that additional children have been placed in the more costly prototypes.
Nowhere in the report is it specifically determined what are the more costly programs.
This inference also contradicts the work of Kakalik who found that the "itinerant teacher"
model was the most costly program aside from residential programs for the emotionally
disturbed. This report also needs to include a reference to the fact that students with the
more severe disabilities are generally more costly to serve. The cost studies discussed
earlier in this paper found this trend and it should be recognized in this report.
It is significant that 53% of all special education expenditures, as measured in this
report, are incurred by 10% of the school districts in the state. The districts on this list
have many students with serious needs. All of the urban communities in the state are on
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the list. All of these communities were hard hit by reductions in special programs. These
are the communities that are being asked to do more with less. It is not mentioned in the
report that these districts enroll 43% of the special education population in the state, so
this does relate closely with demographic conditions.
The ten year period over which these costs are examined, was one of significant
economic change. The U.S. Bureau of Statistics reports a 56% inflation rate over this
time period. This inflation rate is mentioned in the report but it seems that it should also
be factored into the reporting of costs.
In spite of some flaws that seem related to the authors familiarity with special
education, the DeNucci report correctly identifies that special education costs and
enrollments have risen at an alarming rate. The report states that in the fiiture,
enrollments in special education will increase, there will be increases in annual spending on
special education, regular education enrollments will increase for the first time in years,
and there will be limited resources (DeNucci, 1991). Special education spending is
reported to be 18.9% of total school spending in 1989. That figure will be 23.9% in 1994,
and the report states that there will be $ 111 less per pupil available. This financial
prediction does not take into account the subsequent changes to special education funding
that were implemented with the Reform Act.

The assumptions here are that the level of

total education funding will stay somewhat the same, and that the special education
enrollments and costs will continue to climb at the rate observed over the last several
years. The prediction is intended to highlight the significance of enrollment and cost
trends that were observed at the time of the report. To help address what seems like an
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upcoming crisis in special education funding, the report recommends that the practice of
integrating special needs students into regular classrooms be expanded.

The Debate Updated
The policy debate on special education finance in Massachusetts can be updated by
balancing two more recent reports against each other. In spite of the implementation of
recommendations made in the Auditors report, concern about rising costs of special
education in Massachusetts has continued to grown since 1991. A conservative policy
group, the Pioneer Institute, published a report called Special Education: Good Intentions
Gone Awry in 1993. Even more recently, a study was commissioned by the State
Department of Education to research special education costs since the implementation of
new educational legislation: The Reform Act of 1993. Both of these reports, in very
different ways, serve to update the status of special education finance in the
commonwealth and also leave us with their own set of recommendations.
Some of the factors effecting special education finance in Massachusetts are
actually part of a national situation. There are increasing numbers of students who are
eligible for pre-school special education programs, there are rising rates of socio¬
demographic indicators present among new school age children, and in many states there
is an increased emphasis on higher academic standards. In addition, there is a conservative
fiscal climate that makes it hard to imagine wide spread political support for increased
funding for special education programs (Parrish, 1996). It is telling that while so many
seem to be interested in reducing the costs, those who administer the programs state that
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special education is not adequately funded (Parrish, 1996). In response to this national
concern, fifteen states have implemented special education funding reform in the last five
years (Chambers, 1996). Most of these reforms have attempted to remove any implicit
incentive for state funding formulas to over identify special needs children, increase
enrollment and drive costs even higher.
The Pioneer Institute study, written by Edward Moscovitch, clearly illustrates the
conservative view about spending on education. The basis of the report is that Chapter
766 is not providing special needs children with the kind of education they deserve and
that the size and growth of special education is eating away at the foundation of the state’s
public education system.
Chapter 766 now costs in the area of $727 million (Moscovitch, 1993). This total
figure does not tell us much about the nature of special education programs in
Massachusetts, only that the cost of these services has increased dramatically. It may
therefore, be helpful to share a few, more specific facts about special education spending
in the Commonwealth.
In a general sense, per pupil spending in special education in Massachusetts is
approximately twice as great as per pupil spending in regular education. Recent reports
differ slightly on this point, but this index is in line with earlier, nationally based research
cited in previous chapters. Both of these reports are also consistent about several other
points. First, Massachusetts does have a higher percentage of its students enrolled in
special education than many other states. Moscovitch states that the greatest discrepancy
with other states’ special education demographics is in the area of learning disabilities.
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Similar to other reports, funding systems and various aspects of the special education law
are cited as possible reasons for this.
Secondly, the 1996 case study reports that the majority of special education
students in Massachusetts are placed in integrated programs where they are served in
regular classrooms, or in a combination of regular classrooms with some degree of
separate support during the school day. Chambers reports this to be 61% of the special
education population. This is twice the national average of students placed in low cost,
regular classroom placements.
There is the potential for some confusion about the percentage of students enrolled
in higher cost, separate placements. Moscovitch reports that 3.5% of the population is
served by these kinds of programs, but that this accounts for 25% of the state special
education budget. He also acknowledges that, overall, Massachusetts has a smaller
percentage of students in separate programs. Chambers reports that there is a relatively
high percentage of students enrolled in this kind of program and that this is a contributing
factor to the high cost of special education in the state.
The authors agree about the high cost of special education in Massachusetts, but it
is my sense that they are talking about different prototypes.

Moscovitch is focused on the

private placements which require costly tuition payments while Chambers is making a
distinction between an integrated program, perhaps a 502.2 where a child spends most of
the day in a regular education class, and a 502.4 or a 502.4i or a collaborative placement.
He uses the term “special day classes” to describe this arrangement. The difference here is
that these prototypes do not require tuition, although they may involve higher per pupil
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costs. Later in his report, Moscovitch indicates that Massachusetts has twice the national
rate of students in private programs and that this cost SI 63 million in the 89/90 school
year. As a percentage, these placements accounted for 22% of the enrollment, but
accounted for 56% of special education costs. At one point in his report, Moscovitch
acknowledges the relatively low percentage of children in separate programs (p. 100), then
later in his report he criticizes this situation and places blame for high costs on this fact.
The report seems to be written to move policy makers to proposing changes in special
education law. The report does not seem balanced at times. There is insufficient emphasis
on the fact that the overall enrollment in special education is the factor behind these high
costs.
Relative to the contention that special education costs are having a negative impact
on regular education spending, Chambers reported that instruction and related services
account for 21% of a typical school site budget and that the allocation within a district
varies by school. The special education population reported by DeNucci was reported to
be 17.1% in its highest year. This percentage does not appear to be out of proportion
given the nature of disabilities served and the costs that are sometimes incurred—especially
with costly low incidence disabilities.
Not only does this allocation vary by school (elementary vs. high school) but it
also varies by type of district (Chambers, 1996). In general, special education costs were
higher at the elementary level and lower at the secondary level. A higher percentage of
students in rural or regional systems are served in integrated programs. Local K-12
systems tended to serve more students in separate programs. Also consistent with other
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special education cost studies, personnel accounts for the vast majority of special
education costs (Chambers, 1996).
In summary, a number of factors are cited as contributing to the high cost of
special education. Legal aspects of the legislation are outside the boundaries of this paper
but the provision for “maximum feasible benefit”, parental rights which seem founded on
distrust rather than cooperation, provisions for independent assessments special education
appeals and paperwork requirements are reported by a number of studies (DeNucci, 1991;
Moscovitch, 1993; Chambers, 1996).
On a more programmatic level, there are strong recommendations that private
placements be used only when necessary and that integrated programming be vigorously
pursued as it will result in cost savings. Moscovitch makes this recommendation without
any research to substantiate it. Nonetheless, integrated programming does lead to
questions about the relationship between overall special education spending and whether
or not integrated programs result in savings.
Chambers and his colleagues reported no relationship between the size of the
special education budget and the percentage spent on integrated programs. Districts with
higher costs, or higher enrollments were not necessarily the districts involved in promoting
integrated classes. The question of whether or not integrated programming will result in
cost savings is identified as an important question (Chambers, 1996). Will this
recommendation yield the kind of results so sought after by fiscal conservatives, or is
integrated programming going to result in costs similar to those associated with
traditional, separate forms of service delivery? In the districts that have embraced this
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philosophy and this practice, have cost savings been realized? These questions seem to be
an important part of the policy debate about special education costs. It is a question
which takes this discussion, which began at a national and state level, to the level of the
individual school district.
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CHAPTER III
DESIGN OF THE STUDY

Methodology
As stated in an earlier chapter, this study will analyze special education costs in
two school districts. The intent is to learn more about whether or not the integration of
special needs students has resulted in cost savings.
In May of 1990, the Massachusetts Department of Education announced a
discretionary grant program called "Restructuring for Integration of All Students". The
purpose of the grant was to encourage coordination of all school programs including
special education, to increase the numbers of students with disabilities served in the
regular classroom, to expand assessment practices, curriculum and support services, to
reduce pullout programs and to reduce the number of children referred to special
education.
Seven school districts were chosen to be demonstration sites for this restructuring
grant. The districts were chosen on the basis of their commitment to integrate all children
into regular education classrooms. A sample of urban, suburban, and rural districts was
also a factor in the selection of these districts, as was geographic distribution.
The financial reasons for promoting this policy have been discussed earlier in this
paper. Several policy statements have declared that integration will result in a less costly
approach to educating children with disabilities. This study will examine two of the
demonstration school districts, using a resource cost model of cost analysis, to determine
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the extent to which their costs have changed as a result of restructuring. The following
research questions will be answered. 1) To what extent has restructuring been
implemented? 2) When compared to a prior year, before integration was implemented, is
the district realizing cost savings? 3) What changes in the cost of providing special
education services can be observed? 4) What are the reasons for these changes? The
school districts selected for this study applied for, and received demonstration grants from
the Massachusetts Department of Education to promote the integration of special needs
children in regular classrooms. The literature generated by this grant and the
accompanying research will be referenced to check levels of special education service
during the two school years that are being compared. This school district is a union of
elementary schools in a rural area of the state. Each elementary school is adequately
funded, although per pupil expenditures are somewhat lower than figures seen from large
districts. There are approximately 250 students in each of the four schools.
The second district is located in the greater Boston area and has an enrollment of
approximately 3100 students. Curricular offerings indicate an interest in serving a variety
of student needs. Many students are enrolled in college preparatory programs at the
secondary level. Student-teacher ratios indicate that the district is financially well
supported by the community. The school facilities are appropriate and well maintained.
Each school is governed by its own school committee and it has its own budget and
reporting procedures.
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The Director of Special Education in each district will be interviewed to determine
the configuration of services provided and to determine the best years to study for a preand post-analysis.
The Business Manager will be interviewed to learn about the structure of budgets
and expenditure reports. Data will be collected for two different years.
This cost data will be structured according to a resource components approach.
The resource cost model is focused on treating differences between programs in the same
district more sensitively (Chambers, Hartman, 1983). The three steps to be followed are
the specification of the input configurations relative to instructional programs,
administration and general operation. These input configurations were reconciled with the
non-categorical special education protoypes that are derived from the special education
law in Massachusetts. Second, there is the determination of resource prices and total
costs. And third, costs within different service areas, or prototypes will be described and
compared. This model is borrowed from Darrell R. Lewis and his "Benchmark Cost
Descriptions of School Based Special Education" (1988).
This study will be limited to two school districts. Literature on special education
finance frequently cites the difficulty of generalizing special education finance data.
Various kinds of cost analyses are characterized by important differences, and these
differences help to determine the specific applications for each type of analysis (Levin,
1983). The results of this study will not be generalizable. The intention here is to add to
the limited research that currently exists on the question of whether integrated
programming is a less costly approach to educating children with disabilities.
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CHAPTER IV
DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

Introduction
The collection and presentation of cost data has been modeled after the format
used by Darrell R. Lewis, Robert Bruininks and Martha Thurlow in their study:
Benchmark Cost Descriptions of School Based Special Education (1988).
The Lewis model is a variation of the resource cost model developed by Chambers
and Hartman (1983) and was discussed earlier in this paper. This resource cost approach
is intended to account for all the different ingredients that comprise a given special
education program, and for the number of students who are served by this program.
While the Lewis study was intended to identify special education costs and to compare
them with regular education costs, this model is now utilized to identify and compare
special education costs from two different school years, with two different models of
service delivery.
It seems appropriate to utilize this model given the fact that one purpose of the
Lewis study was to develop a model for cost description that would be used to inform
local planning, budgeting and decision making (p. 113). One important distinction that
should be noted is that this paper will not address the issue of who bears the burden of
special education costs. State and federal funds are sometimes identified in the tables that
follow, but total costs and per pupil costs are computed without regard to funding
sources.
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All the data was gathered through financial reports normally completed by all
school districts in Massachusetts. These reports include, but are not limited to the
October 1 School Reports, the End of Year School Reports, local budgets and budget
requests, staffing reports and union contracts. One person collected this information and
there was no direct contact with students and no reference to student files.
The selection of school years for the study was based on several factors. The
1988-1989 school year was chosen because it was a year that was two years before the
1990 announcement of the Demonstration Grant and it was also likely that demographic
and financial data could be easily retrieved. There is an assumption that during this school
year there was a less than complete practice of integrating special education students and
that there would be a substantial degree of separate programming for these students,
whether it be resource rooms or completely separate classrooms.
Special education directors in the two districts confirmed the general
configurations of special education services, the extent of separateness or integration and
the general level of satisfaction with the special education departments in the two districts.
Staff members at both school districts indicated that there is a high degree of commitment
on the part of the staff, to provide the best possible program for children with disabilities.
In both districts, there is a very small number of contested IEP’s and complaints
registered with the Department of Education are rare. This speaks to a degree of parent
satisfaction with the programs in the districts—both before and after integration.
The 1994-1995 school year was selected because the integration of children with
disabilities would be further evolved with more time. Assuming that integration would be
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more completely implemented also suggests that any change in staffing would be more
likely to be implemented and reported. Also, this year was the most recent year for which
local and state reports would be available.
Another factor common to the data collected for both districts is that costs were
described according to the prototypes of special education service plans defined by
Chapter 766- the special education law in Massachusetts. Unlike the Lewis study, which
used disability categories to organize cost data, this study will use the eight prototypes
from state law. These prototypes are non categorical and describe the percent of time
devoted to special education. Because these prototypes speak to the hours of service
delivery, this framework helps us understand patterns regarding time and costs.
The table below lists the definitions of the eight prototypes in this study.
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Table 2 Special Education Prototypes

502.1

Regular Education services with special education modifications

502.2

Regular education services with no more than 25% of the
time devoted to special education

502.3

Regular education services with no more than 60% of the
time devoted to special education

502.4

Substantially separate special education program within or
outside the regular education facility

502.5

A special education day school program outside the public school

502.6

A special education residential school program outside the
public school

502.7

A home or hospital education program of a duration between 11 and
60 days

502.8_A special education, or integrated pre school program
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District A
District A is a Union of four elementary schools in a rural area of Massachusetts.
Costs were collected for each of the eight special education prototypes and for the
services of screening and evaluation. The categories for each prototype are personnel,
tuition, materials, transportation and grants. These categories are used by the
Massachusetts Department of Education on the End of Year Reports and these are
categories which, for the most part, can be found in each of the local districts’ budget
documents.
For each prototype, costs are reported in the categories mentioned above for each
town in the Union. These costs have been summed to provide a total cost for each
prototype for the Union.
At the bottom of each table, the number of students in that prototype is reported.
The per pupil “added cost” for that prototype has then been computed by dividing the
total cost by the number of students served. The regular education per pupil cost is then
reported and then added to the “added” per pupil cost of special education services.
These two figures are summed to provide the true per pupil cost of educating a child with
a disability in the given prototype. The reason for adding the regular education per pupil
cost is that in most cases the child will receive regular education services in addition to the
special education services and this needs to be accounted for. That is also why the term
“added cost” is used in this context.
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Table 3 502.1 Prototype Added Costs of Special Education
1988 1989 School Year District A
School #1

School #2

School #3

School #4

Total

PERSONNEL
Supervisory Staff

1756

877

3997

0

6630

Teaching Staff

3224

5631

22948

0

31803

Guidance

1270

1433

0

0

2703

100

119

159

0

378

20

31

13

0

64

6482

0

0

0

6482

MATERIALS

0

0

0

0

0

TRANSPORTATION

0

0

0

0

0

GRANTS

0

158

0

0

158

TOTAL

12852

8249

27117

0

48218

Total for Union

48218

Secretaries
Professional Development
TUITION

Number of Students in this Prototype

6

Per Pupil Added Cost for this Prototype

8036

Regular Education Per Pupil Cost

2793
10829

Total Per Pupil Cost for 502.1
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Table 4 502.2 Prototype Added Costs of Special Education
1988 1989 School Year District A
School #1

School #2 School #3 School #4

Total

PERSONNEL
Supervisory Staff
Teaching Staff
Aide
Guidance

4115

11420

12996

32590

34588

30598

14869
28526

0

43400
126302
0

0
1270

1896

0
851

1060
677

212

20

31

13

693
70

6483

0

0

0

6483

100

486

125

426

1137

TRANSPORTATION

0

0

0

0

0

GRANTS

0

15496

0

3412

18908

45429

65654

45910

52227

209220

Contr. Services
Secretaries
Professional Development
TUITION
MATERIALS

TOTAL
Total for the Union

209220
71

Number of Students in this Prototype
Per Pupil Added Cost of this Prototype

2947

Regular Education Per Pupil Cost

2793

Total Per Pupil Cost for 502.2

5740

69

1966

4231

9363
1060
2433
134

Table 5 502.3 Prototype Added Costs of Special Education
1988 1989 School Year District A
School #1 School #2 School #3

School #4

TOTAL

PERSONNEL
0

4468

11935

0 29262
0
0
2342

71625
0

7467

0

42363
0

0

Guidance
Contr. Services

1270

0

Secretaries

1107

0

0

46

20

0

13

70

103

1134

0

0

900

2034

100

0

125

426

0

0

0

0

53461

0

Supervisory Staff
Teaching Staff
Aide

>rofessional Development
TUITION
MATERIALS
TRANSPORTATION

3612

GRANTS
TOTAL
Total for the Union

2480 35172

91113

91113
168487

Number of Students in this Prototype

15

Per Pupil Added Cost of this
Prototype

6074

Regular Education Per Pupil Cost

2793

Total Per Pupil Cost for 502,2_8867
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Table 6 502.4 Prototype Added Costs of Special Education
1988 1989 School Year District A
School #1

School #2

School #3

School #4 TOTAL

PERSONNEL
Supervisory Staff
Teaching Staff

6950

5721

32590

9448

Aide
Guidance

487
259

0

13158
42297
0

1270

855
1060

573

0

851

30

0

23

2698
1060
904

20

31

0

70

121

2107

0

0

0

2107

100

486

0

426

1012

0

0

0

0

Contr. Services
Secretaries
Professional Development
TUITION

0
0

MATERIALS

TRANSPORTATION
GRANTS

0
Total by School

43888

17631

Total for Union

573

1265

63357

63357

12

Number of Students in this Prototype

0
Per Pupil Added Cost of this Prototype

7499
113556

Regular Education Per Pupil Cost

2793
10292

Total Per Pupil Cost for 502.2_
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Table 7 502.5 Prototype Added Costs of Special Education
1988 1989 School Year District A
School #1

School #2

School #3 School #4

TOTAL

PERSONNEL
Supervisory Staff

0

0

0

0

0

Teaching Staff

0

0

0

0

0

Guidance
Contr. Services

0

139

0

0

139

Secretaries

0

0

0

0

Professional Development

0

0

0

0

0

TUITION

0

12082

0

0

12082

MATERIALS

0

0

0

0

TRANSPORTATION

0

12532

0

0

GRANTS

0

0

0

0

Total by School

0

24753

0

0

Aide

24753

Total for the Union

1

Number of Students in this Prototype

24753

Per Pupil Added Cost of this Prototype

Regular Education Per Pupil Cost

NA
24753

Total Per Pupil Cost for 502.5
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12532

24753

Table 8 502.6 Prototype Added Costs of Special Education
1988 1989 School Year District A
School #1

School #2

School #3 School #4

TOTAL

PERSONNEL
Supervisory Staff

1756

0

0

0
0

1270

0

0
0

1756
0

0

0

0

1270

0

0

0

0

20

0

0

0

20

29651

0

0

0

29651

0

C

0

0

0

10863

0

0

0

10863

0

0

0

0

0

43560

0

0

0

43560

Teaching Staff
Aide
Guidance
Contr. Services
Secretaries
Professional
Development
TUITION
MATERIALS
TRANSPORTATION
GRANTS
Total by School
Total for the Union

43560

Number of Students in this Prototype

2

Per Pupil Added Cost of this
Prototype
Regular Education Per Pupil Cost
Total Per Pupil Cost for 502.6

21780

NA
21780
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Table 9 502.7 Prototype Added Costs of Special Education
1988 1989 School Year District A
School #1

School #2

School #3

TOTAL

PERSONNEL
Supervisory Staff

0

0

0

0

Teaching Staff

0

0

0

0

Aide
Guidance

0

0

0

0

Secretaries

0

0

0

Professional Development

0

0

0

0

TUITION

0

0

0

0

MATERIALS

0

0

0

TRANSPORTATION

0

0

0

0

GRANTS

0

0

0

0

Totals by School

0

0

0

0

Total for the Union

0

Number of Students in this
Prototype

0

Per Pupil Added Cost of
this Prototype

0

Regular Education Per Pupil
Cost
Total Per Pupil Cost for
502.2

0

Contr. Services

0
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Table 10 502.8 Prototype Added Costs of Special Education
1988 1989 School Year District A
School #1 School #2

School #3

School #4

TOTAL

PERSONNEL
Supervisory Staff

1756

104

3505

487

Teaching Staff
Aide

3072

208

390

2136
1270

0

170
5157
0

Guidance
Contr. Services
Secretaries
Professional Development

1060
432
20

169

159

46

806

31

13

70

134

0

0

0

0

0

100

486

125

426

1137

0

0

0

440

1755

720

237

3152

9226

3813

9849

1656

24544

TUITION
MATERIALS
TRANSPORTATION
GRANTS
Total by School

0

5852
3840
7293
1270
1060

Total for the Union

24544

Number of Students in this Prototype

19

Per Pupil Added Cost of this Prototype

1292

Regular Education Per Pupil Cost

2793

Total Per Pupil Cost for 502.8

4085

75

Table 11 Evaluation and Screening Added Costs of Special Education
1988 1989 School Year District A
School#! School #2 School #3 School #4

TOTAL

PERSONNEL
3141

2756

0

0

6320

3335

0
6627

18659

18294

10807

20855

175

1060
995

529

31

13

809
70

68615
1235
5653
134

0

0

0

0

486

125

426

1037

0

0

0

0

69

6547

219

2444

9279

25384

36489

15028

31231

108132

Supervisory Staff
Teaching Staff

5897
16282

Aide
Guidance
Auditory Evaluation

3320
20

Secretaries
Professional Development

0

TUITION
MATERIALS
TRANSPORTATION
GRANTS
Total by School
Total for the Union

108132

The same data collection methods were used to compile cost figures for the
1994-1995 school year. This is the "post" year of this study and the tables containing
these figures are included below.
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Table 12 502.1 Prototype Added Costs of Special Education
1994 1995 School Year District A
School #1

School #2

School #3

School #4

Total

Personnel
Supervisory Staff

5813

5714

7695

0

39649

22781

Guidance

1593

707

70264
253

0
0

??
132694
2553

Secretarial

3343

358

1729

85

38

12

0
0

5430
135

0

0

0

0

0

497

40

445

0

982

0

0

0

0

1636

2448

2863

0

6947

52616

32086

83261

0

148741

Teaching Staff

Prof. Development
Tuition
Materials
Transportation
Grants
Total by School
Total for the Union

167963

Number of Students in this Prototype

32

Per Pupil Added Cost for this Prototype

5248

Regular Education Per Pupil Cost

3933

Total Per Pupil Cost for 502.1

9181
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Table 13 502.2 Prototype Added Costs of Special Education
1994 1995 School Year District A
School #1

School #2

School #3

School #4

Total

Personnel
Supervisory Staff

5813

5714

7695

6809

26031

Guidance

87794
1593

68343
707

Secretarial

3343

626

63877
444
1729

104150
2022
1726

324164
4766
7424

85

38

12

45

180

0

0

0

0

0

496

420

891

1200

3007

0

0

0

0

0

1636
100760

2448
78296

2863
77511

4340
120292

11287
376859

Teaching Staff

Prof. Development
Tuition
Materials
Transportation
Grants
Total
Total for the Union

376859

Number of Students in this Prototype

97

Per Pupil Added Cost for this Prototype

3885

Regular Education Per Pupil Cost

3933

Total Per Pupil Cost for 502.2

7818
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Table 14 502.3 Prototype Added Costs of Special Education
1994 1995 School Year District A

School #1

School #2

School #3

School #4

Total

Personnel
Supervisory Staff

0

0

0

6809

6809

Teaching Staff

0

0

0

2976

2976

Guidance
Secretarial

0
0

0
0

0
0

2022
143

2022
143

Prof. Development

0

0

0

45

45

Tuition

0

0

0

0

0

Materials

0

0

0

39

39

Transportation

0

0

0

0

0

Grants

0

0

0

4340

4340

Total

0

0

0

16374

16374

Total for the Union

16374

Number of Students in this Prototype

1

Per Pupil Added Cost for this Prototype

16374

Regular Education Per Pupil Cost

3933

Total Per Pupil Cost for 502.3_20307
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Table 15 502.4 Prototype Added Costs of Special Education
1994 1995 School Year District A

School#2

School #1

School #3

School #4 Total

Personnel
Supervisory Staff

0

0

0

0

Teaching Staff
Guidance

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0
0

Secretarial

0

0

0

0

0

Prof. Development

0

0

0

0

0

Tuition

0

0

0

0

0

Materials

0

0

0

0

0

Transportation

0

0

0

0

0

Grants

0

0

0

0

0

Total by School

0

0

0

0

0

Total for the Union

0

Number of Students in this Prototype

0

Per Pupil Added Cost for this Prototype

0

Regular Education Per Pupil Cost

0

Total Per Pupil Cost for 502.4

0
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Table 16 502.5 Prototype Added Costs of Special Education
1994 1995 School Year District A
School #1

School #2

School #3

School #4

Total

Personnel
Supervisory Staff

0

5714

Teaching Staff

0

0

Guidance
Secretarial

0
0

707

Prof. Development

0
0

0
0

5714
0

0

134
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

707
134
0

Tuition

0

15500

0

0

15500

Materials

0

0

0

0

0

/

Transportation

0

7800

0

0

7800

Grants

0

0

0

0

0

Total by School

0

29855

0

0

29855

Total for the Union

29855

Number of Students in this Prototype

1

Per Pupil Added Cost for this Prototype

29855

Regular Education Per Pupil Cost

NA
29855

Total Per Pupil Cost for 502.5
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Table 17 502.6 Prototype Added Costs of Special Education
1994 1995 School Year District A

School #1
Personnel
Supervisory Staff

School #3

School #2

School #4

0

0

Teaching Staff

5813
0

0

Guidance

1593

Secretarial

Total

0

0
0

0
0
0

5813
0
1593

3343

0

0

0

85

0

0

0

3343
85

60358

0

0

0

60358

0

0

0

0

0

Transportation

2833

0

0

0

2833

Grants

1636

0

0

0

1636

75661

0

0

0

75661

Prof. Development
Tuition
Materials

Total by School

75661

Total for the Union

1

Number of Students in this Prototype

75661

Per Pupil Added Cost for this Prototype
NA

Regular Education Per Pupil Cost

75661

Total Per Pupil Cost for 502.6
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Table 18 502.7 Prototype Added Costs of Special Education
1994 1995 School Year District A

School #1

School #2

School #3

School #4

Total

Personnel
Supervisory Staff

0

Teaching Staff
Guidance

0

0

0
0

0
0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0
0

Secretarial

0

0

0

0

0

Prof. Development

0

0

0

0

0

Tuition

0

0

0

0

0

Materials

0

0

0

0

0

Transportation

0

0

0

0

0

Grants

0

0

0

0

0

Total by School

0

0

0

0

0

Number of Students in this Prototype

0

Per Pupil Added Cost for this Prototype

0

Regular Education Per Pupil Cost

0

Total Per Pupil Cost for 502.7

0
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Table 19 502.8 Prototype Added Costs of Special Education
1994 1995 School Year District A

School#!

School#2

School#3

School #4

Total

Personnel
Supervisory Staff
Teaching Staff
Guidance
Secretarial

5813
4581

4924

7695
4832

6809
627

26031
14964

910

707

444

2696

3343

1729

85

134
38

12

143
45

4757
5349
180

0

0

5018

800

5818

800

40

148

78

1066

0

0

0

1200

1200

1636

2448

2863

4340

11287

17168

14005

22741

16738

70652

Professional Development
Tuition
Materials
Transportation
Grants

Total by School

5714

Total for the Union

70652

Number of Students in this Prototype

7

Per Pupil Added Cost for this Prototype

13294

Regular Education Per Pupil Cost

3933
17227

Total Per Pupil Cost for 502,8_

84

Table 20 Evaluation and Screening Added Costs of Special Education
1994 1995 School Year District A

School #1

School #2

School #3

School #4

Total

Personnel
Supervisory Staff

5813

5714

Guidance

0
24907

0
25006

Secretarial

3343

537

27056
1729

85

38

0

Teaching Staff

Prof. Development
Tuition
Materials
Transportation
Grants

Total by School

7695
0

6809

26031

0
20693
863

0
97662
6472

12

45

180

0

5018

800

5818

750

300

500

355

1905

0

0

0

0

0

1636

2448

2863

4340

11287

36534

34043

44873

33905

149355

Total for the Union

149355
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Enrollment Information Analysis
A comparison of the first and second year cost figures needs to begin with a look
at the enrollment changes between the two years that have been studied. During the years
between data collection, there was an increase in the regular education enrollment of 216
students, or 27.7 %. School #1 and School #3 had the largest increases in the typical
population.
During this time, there was also an increase in the special education enrollment of
15 students. Because the increase was so small in relation to gains in regular education,
the percentage of special education students actually decreased from 13.9% to 12.4%.
These increases are consistent with literature discussed earlier in this paper relative
to projections about enrollments. The numbers of students needing services is likely to
increase at a time when financing both special and regular education is becoming more
difficult.
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Table 21
Special Education Enrollments: Changes from 1988 to 1994
School #1

School #2

School #3

4 7

0 0
30 35

6 32
71 97

26

School #4

Totals

Change

0.1

1 14

0.2

10 31

23 21

1 11
8 10

0.3

13 0

0 0

0 0

2 1

15 1

-14

0.4

1 0

0.5

10 1
0 1

0.6

2 1

1 1
0 0

0 0
0 1
0 0

1 0
0 0
0 0

12 1
1 3
2 1

0.7

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

-11
2
-1
No change

0.8

5 2

6 1

6 2

2 2

19 7

-12

Totals

41

40

35

30

35 38

35

38

26

126 142

Enrollment information relative to the prototypes by which data has been collected
is listed in Table 21. The 502.1 prototype, which is defined as regular education services
with special education modifications, shows an increase of 26 students across the Union,
slightly more than a fourfold increase. There was also an increase of 26 students (37%) in
the 502.2 prototype which is defined as a school program with 25% of the time devoted to
special education.
The 502.3 prototype (up to 60% of the day to special education), shows a
decrease of 14 students. Similarly, there was a decrease in the 502.4 prototype, which
represents a substantially separate program supported by the public school.
It is generally acknowledged that the first four prototypes are the most active and
the most commonly utilized of the eight, simply because they involve most of the students
with higher incidence disabilities. The remaining prototypes tend to service the low
incidence disabilities. With this in mind, the enrollment in .1 and .2 prototypes, indicates
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a move toward the less restrictive prototypes and a move away from the more restrictive
placements, (.3 and .4). The differences are not minor and represent substantial changes in
percentage terms.
This pattern confirms the reports by administrators that the district adheres to the
implementation of inclusion in a conscientious and committed manner. Efforts to serve
students in the least restrictive setting appear to have had a real impact. This also suggests
that more support is being provided in the regular classroom than previously. Indeed,
administrators indicated that greater numbers of students were being served in the less
restrictive prototypes. This pattern raises questions about how the more needy children
receive services. If they are enrolled in special education, but are still doing well enough
to stay in the less restrictive prototypes, how has service delivery changed? The fact that
so few children are served in the 502.3 prototype is evidence of two factors. One is that
separate models of service delivery (resource rooms) have been reduced in some of the
schools in this district. Secondly, administrators acknowledge that the group of students
once served by this prototype are no longer in school. This group has moved on to
secondary school and there have been no new enrollments of students with similar needs.
Another important point is that the role of the regular classroom teacher has been
expanded, and with the use of teacher aides, services are being provided without having to
take the child out of class to another room.
Enrollment changes in the last four prototypes include the programs that serve
children through private day and residential programs, at home, in the hospital and in
special pre-school programs. The changes in enrollment with these programs do not
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involve large numbers of students. It seems quite significant that in spite of more children
being served in less specialized settings, there was no remarkable increase in private
placements.
There was a small increase in private day placements and a small decrease in private
residential placements. There was no change with home/hospital services, and there was
an unexpected decrease in the pre-school population. Although there is some question on
reporting practices here, two schools did report decreases of about five students. All of
the schools organize their own integrated pre-school classroom. Administrators in the
district revealed that many of the students are not yet identified as special education
students during this first year of schooling. This sheds some light on the decrease in
special education enrollment.
The placement of students with severe disabilities seems largely outside the
influence of any local school policy. If there are seriously impaired students living in the
district, an education program must be provided for them.
Overall, the enrollment pattern is one that would be expected in a district that was
successfully implementing a practice of educating students with disabilities in the regular
education classroom. There is movement toward the least restrictive prototypes, and a
low, but steady placement rate with costly private placements.
Costs by Prototype
In all but two prototypes, total costs increased from 1988 to 1994. One prototype
for which there was a decrease was the 502.3 category. The enrollment in this situation is
clearly the dominant factor as there was just one child in the Union enrolled in this
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prototype during the 1994-1995 school year. The 502.4 placement also saw a decrease.
There was one child enrolled in this kind of program at the beginning of the year, but this
child was not reported in the end of year reports so the assumption is that the child was
not served for a significant part of the school year. In a general sense, costs should
increase somewhat due to enrollment increases and rising labor costs.
The total costs of each prototype are reported in Table 22.

Table 22
Total Costs by Prototype
District A
Prototype

1988

1994

0.1

48218

167963

0.2

209220

376859

0.3

91113

16374

0.4

63357

0

0.5

24753

29855

0.6

43560

75661

0.7

0

0

0.8

24544

70652

E&S

108132

149355

Total Cost

612897

886719

There are dramatic increases in costs for the first two prototypes. This appears to
be consistent with the enrollment data. The . 1 prototype has a more than three fold
increase and the total cost of the .2 prototype almost doubled. This suggests that with the
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number of students increasing in these placements, the school district is also directing
more resources to these areas of the school program.
The .5 and .6 prototypes are also more costly in the latter year. The increases,
although large in terms of a percentage, do not represent a large part of the school
district’s special education costs. The increases are due to tuition rates charged by the
private schools and by the number of children needing this kind of program.
In spite of the decrease in the pre-school population, total costs for this placement
increased. Even though fewer identified special education students may be served in the
“post” year, the program is more fully staffed and involves more typical children.
Total Costs
As can be seen by the totals in Table 22, the total cost of all special education
programs rose by 45%. While some degree of cost increase was expected, this more
significant increase was a surprise. The factors behind this increase are several.
First, over a six year period, any school district is going to experience rising labor
costs. In each of the four schools in this district, union contracts called for various salary
increases over the six year period of this study. If these percentage increases are simply
totaled (and not figured in a compound manner) the increase would average 21.2%.
These contracted salary increases have an impact on special education costs given the fact
that personnel is by far, the most significant category of costs. Referring back to the
tables at the beginning of this chapter, it is clear that personnel is a far costlier category
than tuition, materials, transportation or grant funds.
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Some of the staffing reports from the schools indicated that other kinds of staffing
changes had been implemented. In all cases, the school psychologists time increased, as
did the nurses and in some cases, the non-professional staff (teacher aides were added).
The increases in psychological and medical services speaks to the increases seen in
screening and evaluation. Minor increases were also noted in areas like transportation and
tuition.
Another reason for the increase is that all of the districts added special education
teachers during the years between 1988 and 1995. In fact, all the schools in the union also
added regular education teachers. In the short table below, special education teaching
staff costs are listed for the two years of the study. While one of the schools saw modest
increases in special education teacher salaries, the other three schools have doubled their
costs in this area. Administrators in the district also indicated that there was a strong
incentive for teachers to participate in professional education and to pursue graduate
degrees. This is also a factor behind salary account increases. The number of additional
FTE staff is not currently available, however, these salary costs are a very strong reason
for the overall increase in special education costs.
Finally, over the six years of this study there was a significant increase in the cost
of labor due to general economic conditions. If the 1988 level of staffing and other
resources (total cost) was adjusted for inflation during this six year time frame, it would
yield of figure of $794,927. Whether the actual percentage from the teacher contract is
used, or the Consumer Price Index from the BLS is used, a significant percentage of the
increase in special education costs is due to inflation and the rising cost of labor.
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Nonetheless, even when 1994 dollars are expressed in 1988 terms, there is still a
15% increase in special education costs in this school district over a period of years when
inclusion of students with disabilities was implemented in a committed and sincere manner.
Per Pupil Costs
A review of the per pupil costs revealed by this study will help us say a little more
about how costs changed over the years when inclusion was implemented.
Initially it must be recognized that per pupil costs are impacted by the manner in
which the costs are calculated. If students are enrolled in a given prototype, costs for
personnel, tuition materials and transportation are all calculated. Although there are times
when this cost is proportional to enrollment, there are other times when a standardized
cost is used. The cost for program supervision is an example of this. When costs of this
nature are allocated to a prototype with a low enrollment, the cost figures can be
unrealistically high. These standardized costs do not impact the highly enrolled prototypes
nearly as much and this, in part, explains why prototypes with many students will always
appear to be less costly in per pupil terms.
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Table 23
Per Pupil Costs of Special Education
District A

E&S

1988

1994

0.1

10829

9181

0.2

5740

7818

0.3

8867

20307

0.4

10292

0

0.5

24753

29855

0.6

21780

75661

0.7

0

0

0.8

4085

10093

TBD

TBD

Table 23 above, which lists all per pupil costs by prototype for the two years of
the study, illustrates this point. While students increased in the 502.1 prototype and
more resources were devoted to it, per pupil costs still went down. On the other hand,
enrollment in the 502.3 prototype went down, but the cost per pupil rose substantially.
It needs to be acknowledged that this cost figure is not completely reliable and the
reason is the manner in which costs are assigned to different prototypes.
The regular education cost per pupil in this district is approximately $4267.
When this is applied to the special education costs per pupil, the lower cost index
prototypes are 502.1 and 502.2. The 502.5 and 502.6 prototypes are costly in a real
sense and this is confirmed by the cost index. The increase in the .6 category is largely
due to residential tuition for a visually impaired child.
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There is also a large increase in the cost per pupil for the pre-school program. The
changes in costs in this area are very much related to the point raised earlier about the fact
that this is an integrated program. The typical children in this program, although there
may be many, do not help to reduce the special education per pupil cost. Also, as
mentioned earlier, often these children are not identified as special education students until
after they enter the elementary grades. This would also drive up per pupil costs.
Taken in a general sense, the per pupil costs in this table confirm that special
education costs in this district have increased over a six year period. The cost indices that
could be generated from these figures are also generally consistent with the literature that
has been reviewed earlier in this paper. When represented as a cost index, special
education is somewhat more than twice the cost of regular education. Finally, the figures
also confirm that the less restrictive prototypes are less costly.

District B
District B is a different kind of school district than District A. First, it is a single
town district as opposed to a union and secondly, it offers education through the
secondary level. It is also a larger school district, with an enrollment well over three
thousand students during the "post" year of this study.
Data was collected in the same manner for this district and the cost figures for the
"pre" and "post" years is listed below in tables #22 through #29. A problem with data
collection was encountered when compiling costs from both districts. End of year reports
required by the Department of Education used a different format in the 1994-1995 school
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year for reporting special education costs by prototype. In earlier years, costs for each of
the first four prototypes were reported. More recently, costs for the 502.1 through the
502.4 prototypes were grouped together.
Because this study requires an analysis of each prototype, some assumptions were
used to assign proportional costs. In the areas of coordination and supervision, the figure
for the four categories was simply divided by a factor of 4, based on the assumption that
each of these prototypes required roughly the same amount of administrative time and
supervision, provided that students were enrolled.
In the area of personnel, where it was possible to identify specific teaching costs
through the local budget, this was done. Otherwise, costs were defined using a
percentage of the students enrolled in the relevant prototypes. This is essentially the same
process school districts employ when they are asked to report costs by prototype. While
the assumptions may not account for every exception, they are quite consistent with the
assumptions used by districts when completing the reports that break down costs.
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Table 24
1988 1989 School Year
Added Costs of Special Education District B
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Table 25
1988 1989 School Year
Added Costs of Special Education District B

Table 26
1988 1989
Added Costs of Special Education District B
Evaluation and Screening
PERSONNEL

Cost
8388

Supervisory Staff

138594
71954

Teaching Staff
Guidance
Secretaries

2928

Coord, of Special Education
Professional Development

4863
308
0

TUITION

936

Materials

0

TRANSPORTATION

2184

GRANTS

230155

Total

517
445

Number of Students Screened or Evaluated
Cost Per
Screening/Evaluation

The following set of tables reports cost data for District B for the school year
1994-1995. This data has been collected and reported in a manner consistent with the
process followed for the 1988-1989 school year.
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Table 27
1994 1995 School Year
Added Costs of Special Education District B
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Table 28
1994 1995 School Year
Added Costs of Special Education District B

Table 29
1994 1995 School Year
Added Costs of Special Education District B
Evaluation and Screening

PERSONNEL

Cost
4,663

Supervisory Staff

119,931

Teaching Staff

63,093

Guidance

6350

Health

11,342

Secretaries
Coord, of Special Education

,

280

Professional Development
TUITION
to Out of State Schools
to private schools
MATERIALS

0

TRANSPORTATION

0

GRANTS

0
205,659

Total
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Enrollment Information Analysis
Over the six year period that this study covers, the regular education enrollment
rose from 2,991 to 3.441. This increase of 450 students represents a 15% increase in
regular education students. During the same time period the number of special
education students rose from 408 to 529, which is a 29.6% increase. In this district,
educators saw a significant change in their regular population, but they saw a large
enough change in the special education population so that the overall percentage of
special needs children in the district rose from 13.6% in 1988 to 15.4% in 1994.
On a percentage basis, special education enrollment increased more than the
regular education population, which is different from the enrollment experience of the
first school district that was analyzed. It is possible to project enrollment patterns on a
regional or even national level, and these increases are consistent with earlier
statements that more children will need services in the years to come. Nonetheless, it
is important to note that the enrollment differences between these two school districts
serve as a reminder that special education trends will often vary from district to
district.
Over the six years of this study, there were some substantial changes in
enrollment by prototype and I would like to highlight them briefly. The total numbers
for each category are listed in Table 30.
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Table 30 Enrollment by Prototype District B

1988

1994

0.1

46

122

0.2

231

284

0.3

29

30

0.4

79

46

0.5

16

12

0.6

6

1

0.7

1

1

0.8

NA

33

E&S

Enrollment in the 502.1 prototype increased almost threefold, from 46 to 122.
This increase in the least restrictive prototype supports the view that there is a minimal
amount of pull out in the district, especially at the elementary level. The Director of
Special Education indicated that students spend most of their time in regular classrooms.
This change is consistent with the expectation that with conscientious implementation of
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prototype. It includes services for most of the children with learning disabilities and also
includes the children who are served by pull out programs for speech and language
therapy and for occupational and physical therapy. At the secondary level, learning
strategies teachers, who have their own classrooms, float to other classrooms to provide
support.
Although I have not yet summarized the enrollment changes in all the prototypes,
this is the prototype with the largest positive dilference. It seems reasonable to suggest
that this prototype is accommodating a large percentage of the additional special
education students in the district.
The enrollment in the 502.3 prototype remained constant in spite of the increase in
the entire special education population. This prototype is for students who need up to
60% of their time in a special education setting. In both of the districts studied, educators
indicated that this prototype typically serves some of the more severely disabled students
in the special education population. The overall numbers of students with developmental
issues remained about even over the six year period and therefore, the enrollment in this
prototype has also remained the same. This seems consistent with the literature which
suggests that growth in special education is largely in the subjective categories.
There was a decrease in enrollment in the 502.4 prototype, which constitutes indistrict separate programming. This study does not distinguish between the 502.4 and the
502.4i prototype. The .4i indicates that the program is outside the public school facility.
This decrease is again, consistent with an effort to educate all students in the regular
education setting. Several other factors reported by educators in the district are relevant.
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First, for students who present practical issues related to moving from class to class, the
district employed individual pupil aides, increasing opportunities for regular programming
for some of these students. Second, old .4 programs were re-defined as learning centers
and focused their efforts on serving the severely disabled. And third, an off campus
alternative education program was maintained for some children. As we will see when
cost per prototype is reported, these changes did result in substantial savings for the
district.
In the 502.5 and 502.6 prototypes there was a 50% decrease in the numbers of
students served. The real numbers changed from 22 to 13, so when expressed in terms of
a percentage the change can be deceiving. This reduction does speak to a decreased need
to send students out of the district to private placements for special education services.
There appears to be fewer students who need that kind of intensive program and it also
suggests that the in district programs are improved in quality and in scope.
The 502.7 prototype experienced no change in enrollment.
In 1988, there was no in district pre-school program. The district appears to have
made payments to a collaborative for children who needed this kind of program.
Subsequent to the revisions in Chapter 766, “in district” classrooms were organized. Four
out of the five elementary schools have a pre-school and three out of those four are
integrated. Consistent with these legal and programmatic changes, the enrollment
increased from 7 to 33. Also, it is important to remember that this number does not
include typical students or typical students who may be identified as special education
students later in their elementary years.
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integrated. Consistent with these legal and programmatic changes, the enrollment
increased from 7 to 33. Also, it is important to remember that this number does not
include typical students or typical students who may be identified as special education
students later in their elementary years.
The pattern of increasing numbers of students with disabilities at the 502.1
prototype, and the high numbers of students in the 502.2 category seem consistent with a
successful implementation of an inclusive approach to educating students with disabilities.
Other significant changes include the decrease of 33 students in the 502.4 prototype, the
decrease in private day and residential school placements and the increase in the pre¬
school program.
Total Costs by Prototype
Costs by prototype follow changes in enrollment in some cases and in some cases
they do not. A comparison of total costs by prototype for District B is displayed in Table
31 below.
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Table 31
Total Costs of Special Education By Prototype
District B
1988

1994

Difference

0.1

56788

392187

335399

0.2

641226

854291

213065

0.3

104290

181641

77351

0.4

771695

432213

-339482

0.5

414761

460222

45461

0.6

110870

0

-110870

0.7

45762

0

-45762

0.8

136154

238711

102557

E&S

230155

205659

-24496

Totals

2511701

2764924

253223

Just as there was a very large increase in the enrollment with 502.1 prototype,
there was also a large increase in total cost for this prototype. In 1988, the total cost for
this category was approximately $57,000. In 1994, the cost rose to $392,187. This is the
largest total cost increase for the district and there are several reasons for it.
First, three times as many children are being served by this prototype as there were
in 1988. And this constitutes roughly one quarter of the special education population.
With more students needing services under an inclusion model, more resources are
devoted to the model. As mentioned earlier, there is very little “pull out” at the
elementary level. The cost increases are for the Basic Skill teachers and the aides who
maintain a caseload and travel from classroom to classroom. At the secondary level, these
staff members are called learning strategies teachers.
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Secondly, the total cost for this category is again affected by the proportional
assignment of personnel costs. Almost one quarter of the teaching costs for the 502.1
through 502.4 have been assigned to this category because a quarter of the special
education students are in this category. It is acknowledged that special education
regulations specify that the 502.1 prototype is primarily monitoring and adapting and does
not usually involve the provision of direct services. However, under an integrated
approach, there are visiting specialists in the classroom on a regular basis and districts are
reporting costs in this area that may not have been incurred six years ago under a tkpull
out” model.
The 502.2 prototype also shows a total cost increase, although not as profound as
the 502.1 category. Total costs increased about $200,000. Here again, 54% of the
special education population is being served by this prototype. The enrollment increased
about 23% over the six years of the study. Both of these factors should be seen as
positive indicators that the implementation of a new way to educate students with
disabilities is taking hold. In both of the districts studied, an increase in students and in
costs was expected and reported with the less restrictive settings. It is interesting that the
total cost of this prototype is by far the greatest but the per pupil cost is the lowest.
The 502.3 prototype is an interesting category in that it is as specialized a program
as a student can have without being enrolled in a substantially separate program. Similar
to District A, District B also uses this designation to serve students who are quite needy;
children with developmental issues who still need to be out of the regular classroom for as
much as two thirds of their day. The question in this area is that while the enrollment
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stayed relatively even, total costs rose $77,000. One reason behind this cost increase is
the standardized assignment of costs in the areas of guidance services, secretarial service
and grants. With a smaller number of students to bear these costs, this is a factor in the
increase of the per pupil costs. Another reason is the cost of teacher aides, which in this
case represents $334,000 (about the same as an average teacher salary). This was
confirmed by central office staff who reported that additional aides had been hired over the
last few years to help manage the issues that arise with more severely disabled children.
As we discuss the more restrictive prototypes, the cost changes start to reveal
decreases instead of increases. As discussed earlier, there was a reported drop in the
enrollment in the 502.4 category. There is a 50% decrease in total cost for this category
which translates into almost $340,000. The primary reasons for this decrease are
substantial savings in the area of payments to collaboratives and in the transportation
related to those collaborative placements. It seems clear that some of the students
previously served by a collaborative, have been brought into the district and placed in .3
and .4 programs that do not require tuition and transportation.
In the 502.5 category, cost rose substantially in spite of the fact that the enrollment
decreased by about a third. This situation is a good example of how cost patterns do not
always follow enrollment patterns. One factor in this is that the tuition fees at private
special needs schools have risen dramatically. Another factor is that the transportation
associated with the daily drop and pick up runs for a day school are much more costly
than they were six years ago. Also, these transportation runs are as costly for five
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students as they are for one student. Reduction in the overall number of students needing
transportation to a day school may not necessarily reduce transportation costs.
Nonetheless, this remains a very costly service category for this district, and if they
could reduce the number of private day placements, they would positively effect the cost
of special education in their district.
The 502.6 prototype had no enrollment and the total and per pupil costs were
reduced to zero. This was also the case with the 502.7 prototype.
The prototype for pre-school programming went through some interesting changes
over the six years of the study. The enrollment of students with disabilities tripled, the
total cost of the program doubled and the per pupil cost decreased. Essentially, the
increase in enrollment offset the increase in cost, so the special education cost decreased
from $12,300 to $7,200 in round numbers. In the tables listing this information the same
breakdown has been prepared for special education costs.
In terms of total costs, the overall picture in District B is quite different than the
situation in District A. The total increase in costs for District B is $253,223. This
represents an increase of 10.1% over a six year period.
If the total cost of special education in 1988 is adjusted for inflation by using the
Consumer Price Index for the six years of the study, the projected increase would be
$475170. This is roughly twice the actual cost increase measured in this study. It is
significant that the special education costs in this district increased by only a half of what
the CPI would project. This is certainly a modest increase and it appears that this district
has held rising special education costs in check under this model of inclusion.
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The reasons for this are several. First, this is a large school district that generally
speaking, is not going to see extremely large percentage increases in either costs or
enrollment. There is, in an overall sense, more stability to the numbers that were collected
in this district.
The total costs by prototype did not reveal any extremely large increases in costs
except in the 502.1 category. The increases that are observed are well under 50%. In the
first district studied there were three prototypes that showed an increase of 50% or over.
In addition the largest cost change in the totals by prototype was a decrease of
$339,482. District B, from a cost perspective, effectively reduced the costs of in-district
substantially separate programs. The enrollment in this category was reduced almost by
half. Equally important is that the substantial sums being paid to educate students in a
collaborative placement were reduced by almost two thirds.
Another factor which is sometimes more of a coincidence than the result of
program planning, is that this district during the “post” year, did not have the
responsibility of educating any severely disabled students in a private residential setting.
The incidence of this placement issue can change the cost picture for the .6 prototype very
quickly. Any significant number of students with this profile can change the cost picture
for the entire district.
There was, however, a 29.6% increase in special education enrollment over the
time of the study. Of critical importance though, is that all of that increase was absorbed
in the least costly prototypes. With the exception of the pre-school program, all the more
restrictive prototypes saw a decrease in enrollment or stayed at about the same level.
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Per Pupil Costs
Per pupil costs were calculated in the same manner as they were for the first
district studied. In summary, there were five prototypes that saw an increase in per pupil
costs: the 502.1 through the 502.5. The more restrictive categories, 502.6 through 502.8
saw decreases. Per pupil costs by prototype are displayed in Table 32 below.

Table 32
Per Pupil Costs by Prototype
District B

1988

1994

0.1

5508

7444

0.2

7125

7384

0.3

7945

19053

0.4

14117

18518

0.5

25923

38352

0.6

18478

0

0.7

50111

0

0.8

16727

12670

E&S

445

TBD

The 502.1 and 502.2 categories encompass almost 75% of the special education
population in this district. To me it is significant that the . 1 prototype rose $2,000 when
enrollment tripled and that the .2 prototype increased by roughly $250 when more than
half the special education children in the district are educated under this plan. I believe
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that this is part of the reason why total special education costs did not rise more
significantly than they did.
On page 72, there is a chart which provides definitions for each prototype. As
mentioned with District A, the . 1 prototype does not include provision of direct services.
However, the movement to inclusion has meant that students are in fact receiving special
education support in regular classrooms, and District B is reporting these costs under the
.1 category. This is a factor behind the $3000 increase in this prototype.
The .3 prototype increased from $7945 to $13,012. The enrollment held steady
but teaching costs and costs for teacher aides increased. These cost increases account for
part of what is a rather large increase in the per pupil cost. Another factor, which was
reported by district administrators is that the cost of contracted services has increased
substantially over the six years of this study.
An enrollment shift in this area was also reported by local staff. Although the
numbers of .4 students decreased, many of the more severely disabled students in this
category six years ago, are now being educated under the .3 prototype under the inclusion
model. These are very needy students--and not the same kind of students who were
served under this prototype during the “pre” year of this study.
This suggests to me that there are aspects of inclusion which are going to be
costly. For example, if developmentally delayed students are going to have the
opportunity to participate in the regular education environment, then the district will need
to fund a resource room model with aides. Relative to the other prototypes it is costly.
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but this kind of programming does achieve the kind of interaction that is the goal of
inclusion.
The per pupil cost for the .4 prototype increased by $786 over a six year period
when enrollment in this prototype decreased from 79 students to 46 students. The
relatively stable cost in this area is again, due to the reduction in collaborative placements.
Had this not occurred, the reduction in enrollment would have resulted in a much higher
per pupil cost.
As mentioned earlier, the continuing demand for private school day placements has
kept the per pupil cost in the 502.5 category higher than one would expect in a district
that had embraced inclusion. This is an issue not just in this district, but all over the state.
One complicating factor for this district is the presence of a high cost private school for
learning disabled students in the very next town. Administrators report that parents still
express interest in this kind of placement even when satisfactory progress has been
achieved in the public school program. As mentioned earlier, outside placements in
Massachusetts are also higher than one would expect them to be and when this number is
more balanced, costs for this prototype will also be more balanced.
Per pupil costs in the last three prototypes decreased and this is an expected
pattern. When looking at total costs for these three prototypes the cost savings to the
district is only about $53,000. The .6 and .7 categories decreased to zero because no
students were enrolled. The pre-school program saw lower per pupil costs largely
because the enrollment tripled.
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It is also acknowledged that when computing a per pupil cost for the pre-school
program, one could make an argument that the cost of regular education should not be
included. Public schools do not educate all three and four year old children, and there is
not a lot of interaction between integrated preschools and the other aspects of an
elementary schools. In fact, many pre-schools are only for one half day and do not even
stay for lunch. Nonetheless, the regular education costs are included in the tables in this
study, but it is also possible to view per pupil costs without this addition.
In summary, the cost shift from the more restrictive placements to the less
restrictive placements was observed in this district. The impact of enrollment on per pupil
costs and the continued high demand for private special education is also reported. The
prototypes with the lowest per pupil costs serve almost 75% of the special education
population. Program models that can serve large numbers of students will reflect lower
individual costs.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
This study has attempted to analyze special education costs in two school districts,
with the intention of learning more about whether integrating special education students
will result in cost savings. Four research questions have structured the earlier discussion
of the data and the analysis of that data.
First, it has been learned that both school districts have implemented a serious and
committed restructuring effort aimed at effectively teaching students with disabilities in the
regular education environment. In both districts, the traditional resource rooms have been
eliminated and special education teachers in both districts are traveling to regular
classrooms to provide services and support the classroom teacher. Both districts reduced
the numbers of students served in restrictive educational settings. Both districts have
added special education teachers and one district has added several special education
aides. One district revised expectations for regular education teachers and included
requirements for teaching special needs students in the union contract. Finally, all the staff
members interviewed for this study spoke to the commitment and energy that had been
devoted to implementing an effective program of integration. All of this points to a
positive response to the first research question listed in Chapter Three. Both of the
districts in this study embraced integration and conscientiously pursued the
implementation of it.
As substantiation, both special education administrators spoke of the extremely
low number of rejected IEP’s in the district. Administrators also reported very few parent
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complaints in general. Also, the parent advisory groups in both districts were supportive
and did not operate with a negative or contentious approach.
When compared to a prior year, before integration was implemented, total special
education costs in the two districts studied changed in different ways. In the first district,
total costs increased 45% over the six years of the study. Even when accounting for
increased costs of labor over the time period involved, this represents a substantial
increase in special education costs. The primary reasons for this involve the overall size of
the district, the staff increases at all of the elementary schools in the district, contracted
salary increases, professional developments incentives, the continued need for private
placement of particularly needy children and the growth of the pre-school program.
In the second district, total costs increased by 9.6% over the six years of the study.
When accounting for increased labor costs over the years of the study, this "increase"
represents a cost savings to the district. The reasons for this include the stable enrollment
and cost trends that are often associated with larger districts, significant reductions in the
costs associated with collaborative placements, more cost reductions in the 502.4
prototype, and the accommodation of all new special education students in the least costly
prototypes. District B also did not have any students in costly residential programs.
These two districts saw their special education costs change in different ways. I
believe that the primary reason for this confirms a statement made earlier in this paper. It
is difficult to generalize results because of the very nature of special education; conditions
of special education are specific to each district and hopefully, to each student. It is
therefore problematic to assume that one policy implemented in all school districts will
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yield the same, or even similar results. The special education enrollments in the two
districts studied have received much attention in this paper. Enrollments and how they
change are an example of why districts have unique experiences with special education
programming and, consequently, why they have different experiences with costs.
The changes observed in special education costs in these two districts have been
discussed in Chapter IV, but there are several important trends that were noticed. Both
districts observed increases in costs and enrollments in the less restrictive prototypes.
Both districts observed cost and enrollment increases in the pre-school programs and there
were general decreases in the more restrictive prototypes. Per pupil costs changed
dramatically when small enrollment numbers either increased or decreased sharply, and the
relatively low per pupil costs in the less restrictive categories confirms earlier research
about costs associated with these kinds of programs.
Often, factors outside the scope of special education planning influenced special
education costs: contractual agreements, continuing education incentives, the need for
low incidence, high cost placements and the general status of the special education
programs prior to implementation of integration. An example of this last circumstance
would be the rather bloated 502.4 programs in District B. These programs, their staffing
patterns and the collaborative costs associated with them were ripe for change. When
they finally were restructured, it helped to significantly reduce costs in that district over
the years of the study. If this program had already been restructured and streamlined by
1988, it would have significantly changed the degree to which costs changed in this
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district. There may well have been a total cost increase even after accounting for
increased labor costs.
It was also learned that the cost description model was an effective way to analyze
costs in these two school districts. The model allows for variations in programs that are
offered at different levels and in different districts, and the model is sensitive to changes in
population. It seemed that this cost description model is particularly appropriate for
looking at special education programs in Massachusetts because it can be easily aligned
with the non-categorical protoypes that have been established by state law. One can draw
conclusions about the less restrictive and more restrictive programs without labeling
children or staff.

Limitations
The following limitations of this study are openly and clearly acknowledged. The
cost description model used in this study was developed by Lewis, Bruininks and Thurlow
in "Benchmark Cost Descriptions of School Based Special Education" (1988). Part of
their intent was to generate a paradigm for cost analysis that could be replicated to analyze
costs or policies or budgets for local school districts. To me, their approach to measuring
special education costs seemed to offer a reasonable approach for describing costs related
to the integration of students with disabilities.
This study was not intended to be a cost benefit analysis for several reasons. Cost
benefit analysis is essentially the evaluation of alternatives by comparing costs to benefits.
The preferable alternative has the highest ratio of benefits (as measured in monetary terms)
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to costs (Levin, 1983). Whether an internal rate of return approach or a net present value
approach is used, there is the difficult task of placing a value on the benefits derived from
a speical education program. This might also be described as the dollar value of any
resources that a program might save or create. This difficulty is cited as a strong reason
why cost benefit analysis has not been enthusiastically received by those investigating
questions in education (Thornton, Will, 1988). Procedures have been developed to assign
values, but there is a great deal of variation from study to study.
There were also real limitations imposed by deadlines and resources. Currently in
Massachusetts, there is almost no follow up study of special education students once they
leave the public schools. In addition, districts do not "preM and "post” test students on an
annual basis and it would have been difficult, if not impossible to find a suitable control
group for a meaningful comparison. Although the educational and social outcomes of
integration are important, these methodological questions seemed to call for more
resources and more time than were available to me. A descriptive cost analysis, as
opposed to a cost benefit analyis, seemed to be a more appropriate model for investigating
this research question.
The study was compiled as an individual research project and therefore relied on
school district reports for all cost data. There was no reference to individual student files
or visits to classrooms. Costs often had to be assigned on a proportional basis and the
assumptions behind these calculations have been shared with the reader. It is
acknowledged that these estimates may not be precise, especially in areas like secretarial
costs and professional development.
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In some categories (grants) there was very little information about how the funds
were spent, or on which prototypes the funds were invested. In all cases, costs reported
are done so without regard to the party that actually bears the costs. Both of the districts
in this study have received substantial reimbursements from the state for some of their
expenses. This study assumes that a reimbursable cost is, nonetheless, a special education
cost. The two districts chosen for the study were chosen from a very small sample. There
were only seven school districts in the state in the Demonstration Grant.

Recommendations
The two districts in this study observed different patterns regarding their special
education costs. Additional research in other school districts could help to confirm this
finding or to perhaps reveal this finding as somewhat of an aberration. Specifically, it
would seem worthwhile to measure special education costs in the remaining five school
districts in the Demonstration Grant. Did the costs of special education in the urban
school districts change? What were the reasons for this? Similar to learning something of
how rural district special education costs changed, what could be learned about the way
the urban programs operate?
Some of the information gathered about the 502.1 and 502.2 prototypes suggested
that more planning needs to be done to address the fact that regular education classroom
teachers are carrying a significantly greater burden under the model of integration. As was
pointed out earlier in this paper, integration and mainstreaming are different practices.
Under the mainstreaming model, the duties and responsibilies of the regular classroom
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teacher did not change. It was simply expected that the special education student had the
ability to achieve at a satisfactory rate when placed in a regular classroom. With
integration, the regular and special educator share the responsibility of teaching all the
students in the classroom. For the regular education teacher, this represents addtional
work and additional time, over and above what is normally expected for all the typical
children in the room. It was noted in conversations with administrators in District B that
this additional responsibility was causing concern with the faculty and needed to be
addressed.
These additional expectations are a serious consequence of integration and it
deserves further study. It may be that the resolution of this issue will have an additional
impact on special education costs as we move toward more of a team teaching model. Or,
it may be that additional staff will be needed to share the additional work load.
Development of policy in the field of special education must take into account the
special nature of educating children with disabilities. The same policy may not yield the
same result in all districts. Nonetheless, consistency with definitions and eligibility
between the state and the federal law should be seriously considered. It may be that
without the more unrealistic expectations of the state law here in Massachusetts, school
districts might be in a better position to serve students more effectively and with less
political angst. What ever policy changes are considered, legislators need to consider and
accomodate differences in population, resources and scale.
In education, it seems particulary important to place cost analysis within a wider
context when policy issues are decided. One of the districts studied in this paper achieved
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a degree of cost savings, the other district saw their costs increase during a period when
integration was implemented. This study observed no consistent pattern with costs in two
school districts that integrated students with disabilities. In a recent study by Chambers
(1996), no relationship was observed between costs and districts practicing integration.
Perhaps the decision to integrate students with disabilities should be made irrespective of
costs. Perhaps the practice of integration should be promoted or debated solely on the
basis of whether or not it is in the best interests of the children that are being served.
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